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‘My interest in textual criticism had its origin in a New 


Testament Seminar conducted by Professor Edwin P. Booth of the 
Boston University School of Theology in the spring of 1939, in 
which the reconstruction of the document "Q" was undertaken as 
a seminar project. Both Professor Booth and Professor William 
Henry Paine Hatch of Cambridge encouraged me to pursue this in- 
terest. The following study of Duke MS Gr. 7 was suggested to 
me as a dissertation project by Professor Kenneth W. Clark of 
the Duke University Divinity School, under whose guidance this 
research was made. 

I am indebted to Dr. Kirsopp Lake, Dr. Edgar J. Goodspeed, 
and Dean Ernest C. Colwell for their expert opinions on the 
dating of the Duke manuscript. Professor Henry A. Sanders has 
been of kind assistance in the effortto trace the immediate his- 
tory of Duke MS Gr. 7. 


I desire particularly to express my gratitude to my wife, 
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Verina Rogers Saunders, for her limitless service. Throughout 
the entire period of this research she has assisted me in the 
oft-times tedious task of compiling necessary statistics. I 
have consulted with her on matters of format, and she has pre- 
pared the final copies of both the textual study and the col- 
lation with painstaking care and skill. 

Finally, I wish to acknowledge my deep obligation to Pro- 


fessor Kenneth W. Clark who has encouraged and critically guided 


this textual investigation. He has contributed in many ways to 


bringing this study to its present form. 
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INTRODUCTION 


The purposes of textual criticism are two-fold: (1) to re- 
cover, insofar as it is possible, the original words of the New 
Testament writers, that is, the ipsissima verba of the New 
Testament autographs; and (2) to trace the history of the trans- 
mission of the text. 

The first of these has been the dominant aim of the science 
of textual criticism, at least since the time of Origen's ef- 
forts to restore the true text of the Septuagint and his recog- 
nition that the number of variants between the manuscripts of 
the New Testament warrented a similar treatment, which he him- 


self, however, would not attempt.1 Amidst the heated conflicts 


Leth exemplaribus autem Novi Testamenti hoc ipsum me posse 
facere sine periculo non putavi.™ Commentary on Matthew, XV, 14. 
Quoted Bag B.H. Streeter in The Four Gospels Leen 1936), De 
100. Origenes Werke. Edited by E. Benz and E, Klostermann. 
(Leip 1935), X, 588-89. Die Griechischen Christlichen 
Schriftsteller der ersten drei Jahrhunderte. 


Textual criticism is sometimes said to have come to birth in 
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of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries over the value of the 


Greek text termed the Textus Receptus, which underlay the Eng- 
lish version of the King James translators, the central point 

at issue was its status as the direct descendant of the earliest 
and therefore the suthentic form of the New Testament text. The 
objective of textual criticism in the last century is well ex- 
pressed by S.P. Tregelles who, in 1854, wrote in his Account of 
the Printed Text of the Greek New Testament: 


— SSS ee eee ee 


The more we rightly regard Holy Scripture as the 
charter of that inheritance to which we look for- 
ward, and which we know as given at the price of 
the Saviour's blood, the more shall we be able to 
estimate the importance of TEXTUAL CRITICISM, by 
which we know, on grounds of ascertained certainty, 
the actual words and sentences of that charter in 
the true statement of its privileges, and in the 
terms in which the Holy Ghost gave it.2 


And Tregelles' great nineteenth-century contemporary, Frederick 
H.A. Serivener, acknowledged the same purpose while dividing 

with Tregelles on the method. In his Plain Introduction to the 
Criticism of the New Testament, first published in 1861, he said 


of the design of textual criticism: 


By collating and comparing and weighing the varia- 


the labors of Aristarchus (ca. 200 B.C.) to produce a "critical" 
text of the Homeric literature. 


2Samuel P. Tregelles, An Account of the Printed Text of the 


Greek New Testament (London, 1854), p. viii. 
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tions of the text to which we have access, it aims 

at bringing back that text, so far as may be, to 

the condition in which it stood in the sacred 

autographs; at removing all spurious additions, if 

such be found in our present printed copies; at 

restoring whatsoever may have been lost or cor- 

rupted or accidentally changed in the lapse of 

eighteen hundred years. 
Without doubt this initial purpose will always remain central 
to much of the work of the lower criticism of the Bible. But 
the value of textual criticism is not exhausted in such a pur- 
pose. There is today an increasing recognition of the value 
and necessity of a second objective, namely, to reconstruct the 
history of the transmission ‘of the text; first tracing its ori- 
gins in the variety of local texts which, in the early years of 
the Church, held to no absolute unity of transmission; further, 
describing the consolidation of those local texts into the texts 
of the great sees, and their successive standardization which | 
was never completely realized; finally, analyzing the relations 
existing among varying texts and family groupings, until the 
time when the most popular form of the medieval text became per- 
manently stereotyped through the medium of the printing press. 
We are interested to know the various types of texts in exist- 
ence during the Middle Ages, the scope of their influence upon 
the Church and the reciprocal influence. of the Church upon them, 


and their measure of difference from and agreement with that 
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form of the Byzantine text which from the ninth century on was 
the most popular text of the New Testament. With the emergence 
of the history of the text as.a fruitful pursuit of textual 
criticism, the study of the more than 4000 later cursive manu- 
scripts containing the New Testament text has become highly 
important. 

As long as the sole design of textual criticism was con- 
ceived to be the establishment of the earliest and therefore 
the most authentic form of the text of the New Testament, the 
study of the later cursive manuscripts was depreciated by the 
majority of scholars. From the days of Griesbach and his suc- 
cessors through the time of Westcott and Hort in the latter ; 
years of the last century, there was an increasing reaction 
against the use of cursive manuscripts of the Middle Ages as 
authorities _ which to establish genuine readings of the Sebei« 
nal apostolic text. The antiquity of the uncials argued a su- 
perior testimony. Westcott and Hort lamented the ignorance re- 
specting the contents of the cursives but comforted their read- 
ers with the thought that 

-. nothing can well be less probable than the dis- 

covery of cursive evidence sufficiently important 

to affect present conclusions in more than a hand- 

ful of passages, much less to alter present inter- 


pretations of the relations between the existing 
documents. 4 


4B.F. Westcott and F.J. Hort, The New Testament in the Orig- 
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Against this proposition Scrivener waged rigorous warfare, 
maintaining that in cases where the testimony of the uncials is 
divided, the cursive copies are of great importance as the sur- 
viving representatives of other codices which may date from as 
early as those now extant.° 

But with the developing interest in the reconstruction of 
the transmission of the text, the study of the cursives becomes 
important quite apart from their agreement with the early un- 
cials. The labors of sueh men as Scrivener, Ferrar, and Lake 
have demonstrated that the medieval text was not universally 
standardized as others had mistakenly assumed, but rather was 
divided into a number of variations in which separate family 
characteristics could be discerned. But it was preeminently 


Hermann Freiherr von Soden who, in his Die Schriften des Neuen 


Testaments (1902-1913), focused the attention of textual critics 


upon the study of the medieval manuscripts of the New Testament 
and upon the New Testament text in the writings of the late 
Church Fathers. His generalizations were sharply criticized by 
K. Lake and B.H. Streeter, but they were both sympathetic to his 
point of view and their independent researches have since con- 
firmed many of von Soden's conclusions. 

Primarily because critics now perceive that textual criti- 


cism can also serve the purpose of reconstructing the history 


Orrederick H. Scrivener, Codex Augiensis (Cambridge, 1859), 
| oe + | 
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of the text, partly also in recognition that the late text was 
not wholly standardized and may preserve valuable early read- 
ings, a veritable wealth of manuscripts from the Middle Ages 
now invites the explorations of the textual critic, who despairs 
at the shortage of hired help amid so plenteous a4 harvest. 

The following description, collation, and textual study of 
MS Gr. 7 in the manuscript collection of Duke University offers 
a contribution towards the realization of this second major pur- 
pose of textual criticism. Through this study a textual affin- 
ity was discovered between the Duke manuscript and an uncial 
manuscript of the ninth century, Codex Macedoniensis (Y); which 
in turn is related to one of the major text-types of the Middle 
Ages, Fam II or the K® Group. In the opinion of Kirsopp and 
Silva Lake, Fam II is esteemed the earliest form of what later 


became, after extensive revision, the Koine text of the medievai 


period. 

More then this, our textual study has revealed another - 
phenomenon, the importance of which may not yet be completely 
appreciated. In the gospels of Mark and Luke there are three 
otherwise singular readings and one subsingular reading which we 
have found elsewhere only in the Commentary of Theophylact, 
Archbishop of the Byzantine province of Bulgaria in the latter 
years of the eleventh century. In three of these instances an 
exegetical synonym appearing within Theophylact's commentary 


upon the New Testament passage has been substituted, apparently 
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by the scribe of MS Gr. 7, in place of the usual New Testament 


word. In the other instance, a word order unique to the Com- 


mentary has been followed by the scribe of the Duke manuscript. 


That theological speculations and dogmas may have had an 


influence upon the text of the New Testament in its transmission 
has long been acknowledged. Both Tregelles and Serivener, among 
others, observed interesting examples of possible theological 
influences upon the readings of the older uncials. In 1928, 
Kirsopp Lake wrote: 


e+eto those who think as we do--that the mental at- 
titude of an age is apt to be reflected in its texts, 
we would commend a study of the difference between 
the general character of the Caesarean and Neutral 
texts on the one hand and the K@ and Ecclesiastical 
texts on the other. The third and fourth centuries 
used the Neutral and Caesarean texts; both are marked 
by clearness of choice and decision between alterna- 
tives. It is not an accident that these centuries 
were those which formulated the great doctrines of 
Catholic Christianity, and that the fifth century, 
which used the Antiochian and Ecclesiastical texts, 
was in the East chiefly characterized by compromise 
in doctrine and by conflation in text,6 


No systematic marshalling of the evidence has yet been made, 


however, primarily because the study of the New Testament text 
in the writings of the Church Fathers is little more than in its 


introductory stages.”7 Whatever has been done, moreover, has 


6kirsopp Lake, "The Ecclesiastical Text," Harvard Theologi- 


cal Review, XXI (1928), 345. 


7™mhe labors of the Kirchenvater-Commission of the Berlin 
Academy have improved the situation in recent years. 
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been almost exclusively confined to the early Fathers, just as 
the early centuries of the history of the text have long ab- 


sorbed the interest of textual critics. One of von Soden's 


study of the late Church Fathers in relation to the medieval 
text of the New Testament. But although the Commentary of 
Theophylact is discussed along with other medieval commentaries, 


its readings are not drawn upon for the apparatus criticus of 


I 
greatest contributions was to emphasize the importance of a | 


von Soden's critical text. 


An important rule for the textual criticism of the Church 


Fathers which emerges from this study of the influence of the 

Theophylact Commentary upon the text of the Duke manuscript may 
be stated thus: the textual study of patristic literature should 
not be confined to the scriptural quotations that are contained 


therein; the exegesis upon the text must also be critically 


| 
| 
examined for possible readings which may be paralleled in manu- | 
scripts containing the New Testament text. In the case of the 
Theophylact Commentary the material is arranged in blocks with | 
a paragraph quoted from the sacred text alternated with the | 


Bulgarian bishop's comment upon and interpretation of the par- 


ticular passage. The New Testament text as quoted by Theophylact 
is itself quite colorless from the standpoint of the textual 
critic; it agrees very closely with the Textus Receptus and is 
therefore of little importance to textual criticism. The sig- 
nificant thing is that each one of the four readings referred to 
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above, which have been taken up into the text of the Duke manu- 
script, is to be found not in the quoted New Testament text but 
in Theophylact's exegetical comments upon that text, whereby he 
seeks to explain the real meaning implicit within the text. 

In years to come it may be that textual criticism may de- 
cutoy still another purpose, one which will be concerned with 
the history of the interpretation of the text, and will become 
more fully conscious of the reciprocity of influence between the 
text and its historical and theological Sitz im Leben. The 
study of Duke MS Gr. 7 illustrates that scribes were not averse 
to introducing an interpretative element into their work. The 
purity of the text was not to be protected at the cost of a 
possible misunderstanding of the divine words; hence where the 
sense was thought obscure an approved interpretation could be 
substituted. Without doubt this was not a general practice, 
but that it could and did occur is an inescapeable conclusion of 
this study. Thus it appears that the sacred text in the course 
of its transmission provided not only an impetus to the develop- 
ment of dogma but, as these fugitive variants suggest, its 
manuscript ‘etiuseuer may also bear the imprint of contemporary 


doctrinal considerations. 
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Chapter I 
GENERAL DESCRIPTION 


Included in the number of Greek manuscripts of the New 
Testament in the collection of Duke University in Durham, North 
Carolina, is a copy of the Four Gospels, neatly written ina 
medieval minuscule script. The manuscript was purchased in a 
New York sale in 1941 with library funds and is now kept with 
other treasures in the Manuscript Department of the Duke Uni- 
versity Library, where it is officially designated as Duke MS 
Gr. 7.1 A thorough search of Gregory's catalogue* and its con- 


lthe manuscript will hereinafter be referred to as D7. 


*caspar Rene Gregory, Textkritik des Neuen Testamentes 
(Leipzig, 1900-1909), 3 vols.; and also Gregory, "Griechische 
Handschriften des Neuen Testaments," Theologische Literatur- 
zeitung, vol. XXXVII, pt. XV (July 20, isis), col. 477. 
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tinuation by his successor, E. von Dobschiitz,> failed to result 
in any identification of D7 with any of the manuscripts which 
have been catalogued therein. The present tragic war between 
Germany and the United States has rendered it impossible to 
submit a description of the manuscript to von Dobsechttz's suc- 


cessor, Dr. Walter Eltester, for inclusion in the catalogue. 


Physical Statistics 

In its present form, D7 is complete in the gospels of 
Matthew, Mark, and Luke, but it lacks the major portion of the 
gospel of John. The menologion table which prefaces the gospel 
of Matthew begins on October 19 and ends with August 31; Septem- 
ber 1 through October 18 is missing. But a more serious loss 
has been sustained in the gospel of Jn. There is an hiatus in 
the text, occasioned by a loss of thirteen leaves, from Jn 4:49 
to 7:44, and the remainder of the gospel after 8:19 has been 
lost. The longer ending of Mk and the pericope adulterae (in 
loco) are both present and unmarked. 

There is a rich aivenreree of extra-textual material: the 
menologion table, kephalaia and titloi--all in red, except some 
sporadic lectionary notes in both red and black; the customary 


“Ernst von Dobschutz, "Zur Liste der neutestamentlichen 
Handschriften," Zeitschrift fur die neutestamentliche Wissen- 
schaft, XXIII (1924), XXv (1926), XxVIl (1928), and xXxXxkI1 (1933). 
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apxyn and téeAoc occurring both in the margin and within the 
body of the text and usually written in red, hypotheseis, pre- 
liminary notices describing the origin, contents, and character 
of the gospels and verses in their praise, the prooimis of 
Theophylact, biographical sketches of the evangelists, inter- 
pretation of the Hebrew and Aramaic terms (in red, for Mt), in- 
troductory matter from the writings of Titus of Bostra and Cos- 
mas Indicopleustes, and one unidentified selection. Over the 
title of each gospel (1l0r, 99v, 162@r, 258v) a carefully executed 
rubric headpiece appears. 

There are 272 folios, including one parchment leaf (folio 
1) which contains only some faded notes and scribblings. The 
quires are numbered from the first folio of the text of Mt and 


are regularly made up of eight folios, with the single exception 


of one irregular quire, « , which contains only seven. Before 


the folio on which each gospel begins there is a stub remaining 


from a folio which has been cut out. These stubs are of a light- 


colored parchment similar to the parchment of the coverguards. 


It is possible that the folios, of which these stubs remain, con- 


tained miniatures of the four evangelists which were tipped in 
to the binding at a later time, perhaps when the coverguards 


were added, and have since been removed. A regular but unmarked 


4T™e folio numbers have been entered in the manuscript in 
pencil, since its acquisition by the Duke University Library. 
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quire containing part of the menologion table and kephalaia 
precedes the text of Mt. Since this quire begins abruptly with 
October 19 in the menologion table, it may be conjectured that 
one full quire, perhaps containing also the synaxarion table, 
has been lost. 

Quire Ay of Jn is disarranged so that the folios are pres- 
ent in the order of 2,3,4,5,6,1, the first folio being sewn in 
after the sixth. The text breaks off at Jn 4349 and is not re- 
sumed till Jn 7:44. In order to determine the number of folios 
which are missing, an estimate was made of the number of 
Stephanus lines which corresponded to the amount of text on an 
average folio. It was found that a folio usually included the 
equivalent of 29 lines of the Stephanus text. Thus the text of 
dn 4:49-7:44 would have required a total of 13 folios, Accord- 
ing to this reconstruction, D7 lacks the last two folios of Xy7, 
all of X5, and the first» three folios of Xe. If this recon- 
struction is correct, the next two folios, being the inside 
folios of an eight folio quire, should be contiguous. A check 
of the manuscript reveals that such is the case for folios 271 
and 272, D7 lacks all the folios after 272 to the end of the 
manuscript. 

The quire marks are entered usually in brown ink, occasion- 
ally in red, in the lower outside corner of the first folio 
recto and the last folio verso of each quire. In some cases a 


portion of the number has been cut away as a result of the 


ee | 


——— 


ee een rnin ecnaheipeanmeinsnnecs 


ate letgqed ‘bua elter ne teehee ett ‘to tyee & 
dole visginds eateed etinp ete eeeth. vet te: 
set? heriteetaod ed tan Fh pelder 

.oléat pe bysvaseh oad ofte at rat adaoe® exanses : 

saerg ets sollet edy fade ce begnettaetp ef gt tea 
xt owee uted dbiet sett? ems ‘~RS 518.548 bra Be 
~6y ton ef bes CbvS ab ge Tho eipetd sxed om 
soliok Tedupt edd omtarretes ot tebro we: Ss 


to vedake edd TO. ohent esr edad Jes. He ,oulce! 


SS ao txet To Qarvoss eat: oF beings 90. ap Sdle eont. 
ede Sobulon’ yi teeeay ottotes gent Hig % vee eb. “Ot he 
to #xet oft agdt: .2zei 3 ateede ent to: seu as to 
-Bucood ,eOhfoY SI to Lathe a Setiacat ovat pivors ot 
TA TS echlot eur fess ent eapel ove mOLtaN (Fence i 
-noosg eitd tT SR-te eektet-eordd dee2t ese tan 
shiont até aeled  cOhio® owe trém eke Goertod ab. | 


iyety A sutra tiaoo st Sipede wire oltet tale Bi 9 


; 
af 
F) 

ra} 
» 

7 
tm? 


(fot +ot eseo oct ‘eb cleus rant alaever teivee 


ond to Ane edd ct Ske sega a0 £07 exit L.Ee exoad Wa: 


« , eP 
ys ‘ 


Maher. 


“ 


16 


(original?) trimming of the leaves after binding. The so- 
called Ammonian section numbers, together with the numeration 
of the kephalaia, are entered in red throughout the four gos- 
pels; in Lk and Jn the Eusebian canon numbers appear also in 
red, but there are no canon tables provided among the prolegom- 
ena. 


Each folio has an average measurement of 20.2 x 14.8 cen- 


timeters. The text is arranged in a single column, 20 lines to 
the page, and measures on the average 15.7 x 9.7 centimeters. 
The ruling type differs from all the examples classified by 
Lake,° but it is closest to Plate 2, I, 28a. The text is writ- 


ten on parchment which varies in texture and thickness. Some | 
folios are opaque and light in color; others are stiff and thick | 
and mottled with brown specks. The brown ink in which the | 
scribe wrote is well preserved in general; in certain spots | 
where it has faded or worn away from constant handling of the | 
page, a later hand has retraced the faded portions in jet black 
ink. The carelessness of this later hand is evidenced in two 


28 where his retracing of the crossbar in an uncial nu makes the 


| 
| 
‘stupid errors which are to be attributed to him, one in Mt 10: | 
| 
verb amoKkTetvat read amoxtetnat; the original nu is now identical | 


Kirsopp Lake, "Ruling Types in Greek Minuscule Manuscripts," 
Dated Greek Minuscule Manuscripts to the Year 1200 (Boston, 
1954- ), 1. (First series; Monumenta Palaeographica Vetera) 
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with an uncial eta. Again, in Mt.24:39 an original cotTat has 


become OleoTal. 

Many of the rubricated portions throughout the manuscript 
have faded considerably, the kephalaia and titloi sometimes 
being scarcedy legible. A heavy brown stain covers the major 
portion of the last two folios so that the pericope adulterae 
ean be read only with difficulty; Jn 7:45-48 and 8:7=11 are 
virtually illegible. | 

The top wooden cover and the binding appear to be original. 
The cover is badly worm-eaten; it may have been protected at 
one time by a leather jacket, for the borings are also found on 
the surface-plane of the wood as though they were made between 
two contingent surfaces. There are three holes in the wood 
which evidently once held a clasp in place; this clasp was prob- 


ably of leather for the edges of the cover are unmarked in any 


way. No corresponding holes are to be found on the back cover 


which is narrower than the manuscript and of a different and 
later wood than that of the frontcover. Wormholes and a well- 


worn outer edge suggest that this back cover may have originally 


' served another manuscript. Probably it was attached to D7 to 


replace the missing original back cover and was cut to accomo- 
date the manuscript, although it is undersize. In its present 
condition it is split vertically into two separate pieces. 

The leaves were apparently trimmed before the present state 


of the binding, which appears to be a strengthening of the 
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original binding, for the leaves now present an irregular edge. 
The irregular arrangement of the folios in quire \Vy indicates 
that the binding was once loosened so that several of the folios 
became detached. When the binding was strengthened these leaves 
were sewn back in, folio 265 inserted after folio 270 by mis- 
take. The coverguards are of a brittle light-colored parchment 
and are probably later than the original binding. The front 
coverguard contains a penciled notation, inserted since the 
acquisition of the manuscript by Duke University, which reads 
"MS Greek 7; 4 gospels", A penciled "1270" in small script (not 
European), probably a dealer's number, is aohicnent on the rear 


coverguard. Inscribed on the opening leaf recto is an eight or 


are scrawled on the verso, among which may be read: vdop ywevyaday 
kat CC Jel?) pwogopoc. | 
Six of eleven cw8tva, or lections used at Morning Prayer, 

are indicated in the margin of the text in loco (96r, 154r, 155v, | 
25lv, 252v, 254v). Since the remaining five are ordinarily 
found in that portion of Jn which D7 now lacks, it may be pre- 
‘gumed that the original form of the manuscript included the 
designation of all the cwOtva. Im addition, there are a few 
sporadic lectionary entries: 

10r scribal, in red. 

17r non-scribal, in red. 

53v non-scribal, in black, designating the 


menologion reading for June 29. 


nine line "*colophon" now faded beyond legibility. Other lines 
99v scribal, in red. 


P ca acai beac De dil ayia a elaine elle 
% 
4 
» 
? 
a 


ode teliserti ns Pes eng wod eeveel sit <ot 

pedeotbat vA avteo of sotLet edt to tae 
action? eat te Latevres tadt ce) henseodl eoue sow s 
aeveol ease nindbistinda aia ucieea aa 
| <u hwyd O'S oblot tetts Petree act os effet at 


tramiousg DoroLos-tight elediud « To “ome site te 


: srovt oof comtethd Lawtgize odd madd vetel tide 
| odd eonte Redteens ,uotedton beftene¢ a ants ‘ 

i abser doliw .vetoxer icv atet ye tqtroeceam@ eft: 

| tony vebyee: Lfana. of "OUSLY Bektoneg | As Leqaon } 

| eeot BES 0 iota el jedi etvefaeb » yldedo 


| so tigte as ob ofoet Teel” patnego eth we bediseent 
| sentir veddO . ,ctiildtved heaved Seiat won “mongers 
 Spsoy sy? Qoow shear 6c Yaw deice noon aQntey ede mo 
| | a pogemawe «Tm 
Tgatmel ty Seas kao eel €o ON4Gw2 rewele 


| wGel pea@e (780) cool a2 seat eat te eipuem- emt Beg 


viltettbye 6te errt airtnt ames ott sonmts.: » Ob2s, 

sate ot van oF eveoal? wai Me aot as "ope hired ts 

edt tebafont tyitommmem eft to mot Hembanse: ont 

| Wer s eva sted olttsbe st wows Gap ei ite oy 
“teehee % ale 

| | \ Sybet aby, fadisos. sane: me 
et . a cEndhaoennea “i 


esit gal eo beeb™: oekd at tage 
diisg ertirs 


ee 


ce te li Nn en Ni el ne el eet + et map -eee melee 


1l3v non-scribal, in black. 

156r non-scribal, in black. 

162r scribal, in red. 

164r non-escribal, in black. 

204r non-scribal, in black; indicating one of 
the readings for various occasions often 
added to the menologion, ¢€tc¢ tcpapxac. 

206r non-scribal, in black; indicating one of 
the readings for various occasions often 
added to the menologion, ¢€i¢ yuvaikac 
uapTveac.” 

2o51lr non-scribal, in light brown. 


With the exception of the notes inserted by the scribe, no 
similarity has been found among the hands of the other entries 
which would justify any identification among them. Apparently 
various individuals at various times in the history of the manu- 


script have added an occasional note for liturgical purposes. 


Recent History 

D7 was purchased by Duke University from G.A. Baker and 
Company, Inc. of New York City on October 14, 1941, and was 
described by them under Item 266 in the auction catalogue for 


Sale 76.8 According to their representative this sketch was an 


this reading is usually Lk 13:31-35, but D7 designates 
Lk -10:17-21. 


7This reading is usually Lk 7:36-50 ,» but D7 designates 
Lk 10;38-42. 


Sas the only printed notice of D7 we have found, it may be 
of value to reproduce the dealer's description, executed in the 
characteristic style of manuscript dealers, despite its defects: 


. A XIIth CENTURY MS. OF THE GOSPELS 
A VALUABLE GREEK MANUSCRIPT OF THE GOSPELS 


266. MANUSCRIPT OF THE XII CENTURY. Greek MS. of the Gospels of 
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abstract of a lengthier description, from an English auction 
catalogue, which we have not yet discovered. The former owner, 
who prefers to remain anonymous, is said to be a New York City 
collector who obtained the manuscript pre gift from a friend 
now deceased. Further information than this concerning the his- 
tory of the manuscript has not been supplied. 

A search of the English and American Book Prices Current, 
with the expert aid of Miss E. Millicent Sowerby of the Library 
of Congress staff, failed to reveal any clue. No item corre- 
sponding to D7 could be identified in the English catalogues of 
Maggs Bros. and Quaritch for the last two decades, nor could 


Sotheby and Company supply any information. 


the XIIth century, neatly written in Greek cursive characters 
on 270 leaves of vellum. With pretty ornamental headings in the 
best Byzentine style, painted in red at the beginning of each 


Gospel. 4to, contemporary binding in wodden boards (back missing) 


preserved in a velvet wrapper. Saec. XII 


A very neat and important manuscript of the Greek Gospels: it is 
preceded by full synaxarion and menology (7 leaves), and a table 
of the chapters is set before each Gospel. The codex was writ- 
ten with much: probability in one of the celebrated Mount Athos 
Monasteries. The text, although ordinary, has, however, some 


\ 


small variations from the Constantinopolitan standard, and study- 


ing it thoroughly, one may find some extraordinary lections, 
also the text of John VIII is interesting and follows a small, 


but well defined and important family of Codexes. This copy ends 


with John VIII inclusive. 

Greek manuscripts of the Gospels, especially of such antiquity 
as the above, are to-day extremely rare, and in a few years 
they will probably have disappeared entirely from the market. 
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In spite of earnest efforts, therefore, the earlier history 
of MS D7 still remains a mystery, but one which is not, we hope, 
insoluble. If the descriptive account could be located in the 
English auction catalogue, a valuable clue to the previous his- | 
tory of the manuscript would be supplied, for the lot number | 
of the previous sale might also have been included. In the | 
meantime, D7 remains unrecognized by the “official” catalogue 
of Greek cursive manuscripts of the New Testament and unknown 


as to its origin and earlier movements. 


Index of Contents 
The following is a detailed index of the contents of D?: | 
Folios 
1 Parchment leaf. 

Partly legible note on recto; scribblings on verso. 

er-9r wuNnVvoAoytov | 

Lacks September 1-October 18. Cf. Gregory, Text- | 

9r-9V KEPorAGLA TOV KaTa YWAaTBaLoV ay Lov €evayyeX Lou 


(In red). The usual 68; cf. von Soden, Schriften,? 
I,i,405-407. Tees, 


10r-96v TO KaTG UaTPaLov ayLov cevayyeALoV 
Quire a begins with folio 10. 
96r ew8tvov a in margin. 


| 
96v vUTOPEOLC €1C TO KOTA LaPKOV ayLov evayyed tov | 
This anonymous hypothesis is quoted by von Soden, | 
Schriften, I,1,314-315 (#120) and includes the ad- | 
dition which he notes (p. 315). 
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a Altesten Erreichbaren Textgestalt Hergestellt Auf Grund 
Ihrer Textgeschichte (Second unrevised edition; Gottingen, 1911~ 
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99v-155v 


155v-156v 


Verses on the gospel of Mk. 
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vmo8Eectc ETEPA ELC TO KATA WAPKOV ayLOV cvayYyYEALoVv 
The author is not mentioned but the selection is 
identified as the prooimion of Theophylact to Mk; 
ef. von Soden, Schriften, I,i,323-324 (#123). Von 
Soden remarks that these prooimia of Theophylact 
"...Sind...mehrfach in Textcodices als vmo0@cecetic 
ubergegangen, nur selten mit der Nennung ihres 
Verfassers...." (Schriften, I,i,321). 


No title. 

Preliminary notice. Cf. von Soden, Schriften, I,i, 
311 (#108). Von Soden points out that these notices 
often coincide with the forms of the subscriptions 
and appear to be based upon them. 


OTLKOL E€LG TOV GAYLOV WaPKOV TOV cvayyENLOTHY 
The heading to the verses, in red. Cf. von Soden, 


Schriften, 1,1,577. 


I,i1,379 (#10) and 378 (#6). These poetic expres- 
sions on the origin and subject matter of the gos- 
pels are frequently found in the prolegomena to manu- 
scripts of the Four Gospels dating from the medieval 
period. Von Soden says of them, “Ihren der Form ent- 
sprechenden durftigen Inhalt bilden Aussagen uber 

die Entstehung des Evangeliums oder seiner Inhalt. 
Sind sie auch dichterisch mit wenigen Ausnahmen 
Spreu, so sind sie kulturgeschichtlich doch nicht 
ohne Interesse." (p. 377). 


KEPOAGALA TOV KATA WaPKOV ayLov evayy<eAtov 
(In red). The usual 48; cf. von Soden, Schriften, 
I,i,407-409. ; 


No title. 


Interpretation of Hebrew and Aramaic terms in the 
gospel of Mk. (In red). 


aptuadatoc, vlog avTov cepunvevetat’ aBBa, THO’ 
BapTtLuaboc, VLoc TVOKOG— BeeXCeBovaA, KaTaTLYwY UvLGaC’ 
epgada, SravorxyOnter’ ind, avne BAermwy Geov 7 vovc 
opwy 8eov 


TO KOTQ UAOKOV ayLtov cvayyedtov 
154r ewOtvov 6 in margin. 
155v ew8tvov y in margin. 


TIPDOO LLLLOV Tov KaTG AOVKaV Betov evayyeALov 
The passage is not found in von Soden. This pro- 


Cf. von Soden, Schriften, 
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156v-157r 


157r-157v 


157v-158r 


158r-158v 


. 158v 


159r 
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oimion, which appears to suggest a plan for scrip- 
ture reading, insists that those who would possess 
an intelligent understanding of the scriptures must 
read widely, not only in the interpretations of the 
orthodox, but also in the writings of the unortho- 
dox, as Cyril said. In this way the inferiority of 
the heretics will be unmasked. The author concludes 
with the admonition "It is necessary to read one or 
two or three summaries of the scriptural text and 
then [discover ] the interpretations lying within 
{the text], if those who are concerned with an in- 
telligent apprehension of the text would obtain a 
clear vision.” | 
| 
| 
| 
} 
| 
| 


TLTOV ETTLOKOTIOV BooTOLCG 

The introduction to the gospel of Lk in Titus of 
Bostra's commentary. Cf. J.-P. Migne, Patrologia 
Graeca Latine Tantum Edita, LXXX, 757-816. N.V. ) 
Titus was bishop of Bostra in Arabia in the fourth 
century and died, according to Jerome, in the reign 
of the Emperor Valens, thet is, sometime before 378 
A.D. He is chiefly known for his works against the 
Manichean heresy and for his commentary on Luke. 


Kooua twvStKoTIXeEvoTov 

A brief account concerning the Evangelist Luke which 
is found in A Christian Topography of the World, a 
popular record of the travels of a sixth century 
Egyptian merchant, Cosmas Indicopleustes. The D7 
selection is found in von Soden, Schriften, 1,1,319- 
320 (#122). Cf. also J.-P. Migne, Patrolo ie Cursus 
Completus, Series Graeca Prior (Paris, 1864), LXXXVIII, 
cols. 290, 291. 


Biographical note on Lk. 
Cf. von Soden, Schriften, I,i,306 (#102). 


. 
TOV xpvoootouov (in margin) 
vTo8eorsg TOV KaTa AOVKAYV «a 1a EVAYYEALOV 

Cf. von Soden, Schriften, 4,515 (#TB0/: 

No title. | 
Identified as the prooimion of Theophylact to the gos- 
pel of Lk; cf. von Soden, Schriften, I,i1,324-(#123). 


No title. 
Preliminary notice. Cf. von Soden, Schriften, I,i, 
311 (#108). 
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159r-159v 


159v 


159v-162r 


162r-256r 


2567r=$257V7 


256r 


No title. 
Interpretation of Hebrew and Aramaic terms in the 
gospel of Lk. 


Avyovotoc, coptatwy tf copTnv mpoTWGeuevoc’ afta, 
TMP WOV KUPLOG® aapwv, opoc Svvayewo*_aunv, 
TIETTLOTWULEVWC YEVOLTO® aVvva, yaplc* Evwy, € 
YKOLVLOWOC* €uUaoUvc, AawY aTopPLic’ 
edtoaBet, 8¢ yov TANOLOY Lov" Newdnc 
Sepuativoc tf etmtS0foc* 1Tovepta, opetwn* 
bopdovnc, KaTaBaotc* taeteoc, PwTLoTnc’ 
KQLOaP, KTLOLC APYOVTLKH  avaToun® Ka 
TIEPVAOVU, KWUN TTAPAaKANOEwWC* AEVL, TIPO 
Keluevoc’ Aalapoc, mpoBonPovpevoc* AwT, AEAV 
TOWLEVOG T ATOKALVWV* UaPla, KUPLG* 

uapda, Tpocepttovoa fh KvoLaKn’ vaovy, Ta 
pakKAnorc*’ vavav, Soorc* vwe, avamavo.c’ 
VIVEUL, YYWUNS weatoTnc* cofoua, Bo 

OKNUGA TN TVPWOLG* CATaY, avTLKEeLUevoc Fa 
TOOTATNC’ Cafa, aALxUGAwoLa* TLBEpLoc, 

OPACkLS AVTOV* HavovnA, TIPCOWTOV Ev" 
Paoroatoc, StaKkeywprouevoc’® 


ELC Tov EVAYYEALOTHY AOUKAV 
Title in red in the top margin. 


OTLKOL VLKNTA MtAOCOMOV TOV TagAa'yovoc 
In red, followed by the Lucan verses. Cf. von Soden, 
Schriften, I,i,381 (#26) and 379 (#11). 


KEQOAGLA TOV KaTa AOVKaV aytov evayyeA Lov 
(In red). The usual 83; cf. von Soden, Schriften, 
I,i,409-411. 


TO KQTQ AOUKAV ayLov evayyeALov 

Quire «, folios 162-168, is an irregular quire of 
7 folios. 

25lv ewOtvoy & in margin. 

252v ewOtvov ¢ in margin. 

254v ewOtvov cin margin. 


Subscription: TeAo¢ ovy Sew TOV KaTa AOoVKaV GEetov 
evayyeA tov 


vTOo8eotc TOV KATA twavvynV ayLoV evayyeAtov 
Cf. von Soden, Schriften, I,i,311 (#108). 


TPOOLWLOV TOV KATA LwavynVv ayLov Eevayy<eALov 
The prooimion of Theophylect to Jn. Cf. von Soden, 
Schriften, 1,1,324-326 (#123). 
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257v-258r Tov Kata LwavvnVv ayltov evayyeALov Ta KedoAata 
(In red). The usual 18; cf. von Soden, Schriften, 
EG1 412% 

258r-258V OTLKOL ELC TOV aYLOV Lwavynv Tov BEorovov 
Followed by the Johannine verses. Cf. von Soden, 
Schriften, I1,1,379 (#12). 

258v<$272V TO KATA _tLwavvnV ayLov evayyeALoV 
Quire X\y is incomplete, the six surviving folios 
arranged in the order 266,267 ,268,269,270,265. 
Lacks 13 folios after folio 265, 4:49 (explicit 


BaotrtKoc) 7:44 (inceipit necdrov). 

Folios 271 and 272 containing the unmarked pericope 
adulterae, in loco, are_present but badly stained. 
Lacuna, 8:19 (explicit Tp cov)-end. 


Ornamentation 

The ornamentation of D7 is confined to the headpieces which 
appear above the gospel inscriptions, the tailpieces which serve 
to mark off the individual selections of extra-textual matter, 
and occasional initial letters. Our study of the ornament in 
D7 is indebted to an excellent monograph on ornamentation in 
Byzantine manuscripts by Miss M. Alison Frantz.10 

With one exception, the tailpieces in the extra-textual 
material fall within Miss Frantz's category of Miscellaneous 
Motifs. The fundamental pattern is the extension across the 
page of a simple undulating line which stems out of and flows 


into either a variation of the trefoil or a derivative of the 


10, Alison Frantz, "Byzantine Illuminated Ornament," The 
Art Bulletin, XVI (1934), 43-76, including 25 Plates. The clas- 
sification and nomenclature appearing in the above description 
of the D7 ornamentation follow Miss Frantz's terminology. 
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| 
palmette design, the former often appearing on the left end of 
the line, the latter, on the right. There are at least three | 
types of filling ornament settled in the hollow of the wave. In | 
folios 2r, 5v, 98r, and 99r a small curve, .> “> , is used, | 
after the fashion of Plate XIX, 1611 in Miss Frantz's monograph, | 
Again, the Greek letter tau forms the filling ornament in folios | 
5r, 6v, 7r, 8v, 96v, 155v, 159v, 162r, 256r, 257v, and 258r, as | 
in Plate XIX, 12.12 The third type, which is not illustrated 
in her Plates, is a simple dot, found on folios Sr and 4v. | 
Miss Frantz considers this form of miscellaneous motif, 
composed of a waving line and various types of filling ornament, | 
@ degeneration of one of the phases of the ribbon motif. "The | 
derivation...from the ribbon motif or the wave motif seems evi- | 
dent in view of the fact that the filling between the ead te thons | 
is never attached to the stem."13 the degeneration of the rib- 
bon motif may be traced to the tenth and the later centuries. 
The tailpiece on folio 9r is an exception to the foregoing. 
Its motif is known as the guilloche, or twist, a simple pattern 


one red and the other uncolored, are twisted together and the 


litiiustrations are from MSS Paris, gr. 856 (1296 A.D.), 
and Paris, Coislin 73 (1333 A.D.). 


12Tilustrations are from MS Paris, gr. 1324 (1104 A.D.). 


lSrrantz, op. cit., pe 67. 


related to the interlace motif. In the D7 design two strands, 
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small spaces within the twists are filled in with red. The 

points of crossing sare connected with small inverted v's, and 
the extremities of the strands are shaped into derivations of 
the palmette design. Miss Frantz observes "The earliest of 
these date from the early twelfth century...the latest is dated | 
1369."14 The D7 tailpiece shows a close similarity to Plate V, 


19, a pattern which occurs in MS Paris, gr. 1585 dated in 1369 | 
A ae | | 
The D7 headpieces exhibit a complexity of design and detei1, | 
illustrating the primary concern for rhythm and pattern in Byzan- | 
tine ornament, rather than a loyalty to naturalistic elements. | 
The Matthaean headpiece (folio 10r; see Plate I) is an intricate | 
design centralized by a heart motif, the whole enclosed in a 
rectangle, from the corners of which a thin ribbon proceeds in | 
a series of loops. The trefoil and often the multifoil is the 


basic internal design. Some of these flower forth into still | 


other trefoils and multifoils. Within the central heart there 
is a smaller heart in an inverted position which in turn is 
filled with multifoil figures. According to Miss Frantz, the 
heart motif is generally used as a continuous border pattern, 
although it does not appear in such a form in D7. None of the 
illustrative Plates in the Art Bulletin article bear any resem- 


blance to D7; but a still more complicated pattern in a head- 


14tThid., pe 54. 
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piece exhibiting a heart motif which bears some resemblance to 
D7 is found in the Vatican MS Barb. gr. 541, dated 1292 a.pD.15 | 
The heart motif is repeated in a simpler form in the Marcan | 
headpiece (folio 99v), but it is absent from both the Lucan and 
Johannine headpieces (folios 162r and 258v). In the latter two | 
gospels the design is still an intricate arrangement of trefoils 
and multifoils which multiply one from the other, but the longer | 
tendrils are not, as in Matthew and Mark, fashioned into any 
heart-shaped figures. 
In all four headpieces the method of finishing off the out- 
side corners of the rectangle is not duplicated in any of Miss 


Frantz's illustrations. The moulding of the rectangle leaves 


- 


each corner aS a thin ribbon, twice and sometimes thrice it is 
looped at right angles to its previous line of direction, and 
finally it issues in a variation of the palmette design. The 


nearest parallel that we have noticed is found in the Oxford, 
Christ Church, God. Wake 29 which is dated 1130.16 Here, how- | 
ever, the ribbon is looped so that it returns again to the cor- 
ner point to form a square, whereas in the D7 design it contin- 


ues on in zigzag fashion, and is never brought back to form a 


Codicum Graecorum Vaticanorum (Editio Iteratiet aucta; Berlin 
and Leipzig, 1929), Plate 38. 


scripts, V, Plate 3358. 


’ 
| 
15p, Franchi de’ Cavalieri and H. Lietzmann, Specimina | 
16xirsopp Lake and Silva Lake,Dated Greek Minuscule Manu- 


i. | 
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The initial letter in the word beginning each gospel is 
highly ornamental, still involving variations of the trefoil as 


the basic motif. Occasionally throughout the text the initial 


letter of a word at the beginning of a line appears in a more 
elaborate form. 

To sum up, we have noticed cognates of the ornamentation 
of D7? in manuscripts dating from the middle of the twelfth to 
the latter part of the fourteenth century. The style of the 
tailpieces in D7 is found more commonly in manuscripts of the 
late thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, and the heart motif 

of the headpieces in Mt and Mk is approximated by the Vatican 
MS Barb. gr. 541 which carries the date 1292 A.D. 

According to Miss Frantz, there was a widespread degenera- 
tion of the Byzantine style in the thirteenth and fourteenth 
centuries, noticeable in a stagnation of old motifs and the in- 
trusion of naturalistic forms.17 This, however, does not appear 
to be the case with the Vatican manuscript, although it comes 
from the thirteenth century. Here we observe the reduction in 
scale and the emphasis upon ornament per se which she finds most 


characteristic of twelfth century ornamentation. Similarly, in 


l’Frantz, "Byzantine Illuminated Ornament," The Art Bul- 


the D7 headpieces there is a reduction in the scale of the design 
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and an intricacy of pattern. On the other hand, we do not find 
in D7 any examples of the "Sassanian palmette™ or "Armenian 
rose" motif which Miss Frantz observes as a characteristic of 
Byzantine ornament after the tenth century. The palmettes which 
do appear in D7 are highly elaborate. 

In the light of these considerations, a thirteenth-century 
dating seems tentatively preferable for the ornamentation of 
D7, although characteristics of twelfth century ornament are 


also represented. It is unlikely that either an eleventh or 
fourteenth-century dating is possible,18 


18vide infra p. 45ff. for a general discussion on the 
probable date of D7. 
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Chapter ITI 
PALEOGRAPHY AND DATING 


General Characteristics 

D7 is the work of a single scribe who writes in a calli- 
graphic hand according to the studied style so characteristic 

of the minuscule bookhands of the Middle Ages. The letters are 

bold and firm, rather generous in size. There is no evidence 

of the hurried style that became so common in the fourteenth | 

and fifteenth centuries and which finds occasional parallels in | 

the preceding centuries. Each letter is carefully formed and | 

well defined without any attempt at ornateness or flourish. As | 

a resuit, the lines move smoothly and evenly, presenting a pleas-_ 

ing general impression and offering a minimum of eye strain to | 

the reader. The letters are pendant from lines ruled with a | 


sharp point. A noticeable change occurs in the scribal hand 


whieh becomes quite cramped beginning at Mk 14:14 and again at 
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Lk 15:26 and continuing a folio or two in each instance. Gradu- 
ally the words are again expanded and the familiar style is re- 
sumed. 

The bulk of the extra-textual material--hypotheseis, bio- 
graphical notices concerning the evangelists, verses, preliminary 
notices, ete.--with the exception of the kephalaia and the ex- 
planation of the Hebrew and Aramaic terms in Mt, is written in 


the same brown ink as the text and is to be assigned, on the 


| 

: 
basis of handwriting, to the scribe who wrote the text of the 
gospels. An interesting comparison may be made between the cal- 
ligraphy of the text proper and the non-canonical material by 
way of illustrating the formal, stereotyped hand in which the 
sacred text was transcribed and the popular, unconservative | 
style in which the non-scriptural matter was copied. The extra- 
textual matter in D7 is written in a much smaller hand than the 
body of the text; there is less precision both in the formation | 


of the characters and in the evenness of the lines, and there 


is an abundance of tachygraphic abbreviations which in the 


scriptural text are limited to words occurring at the end of a 
line. But with due allowance for the presence of these liberal 
elements, the hand of the extra-textual material appears to be 


identical with the hand of the gospels. 


upon many of the medieval manuscripts of the New Testament: the 


| 
| | 
It is not uncommon for two hands to be discerned at work 
scribe who writes the text itself, and the rubricator who sup- 
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plies the initial letters within the sacred text and whatever 
extra-textual matter there may be. Perhaps the rubricator may 
also supply the illumination and ornamentation. In the case of 
D7, a careful study of the script discloses the identity of the 
hand that copied the canonical text and the extra-textual mate- 
rial in brown ink with the hand that supplied the titloi and 
the kephalaia in red. In the non-canonical text less precision 
and care is exercised in letter formation and there is a more 
Suhexons use of tachygraphic abbreviations, but this is to be 
expected once the scribe is no longer engaged at copying the 
sacred text. Nevertheless, the characteristic formation of the 
letters is common to both the non-textual and the textual mate- 
rial. Since the lectionary equipment throughout the manuscript 
also appears to be written by the same hand that wrote the ca- 
nonical text and the sidiievemere to each gospel, we conclude 
that the complete contents of D7 are from the pen of a single 
scribe. A few stray lectionary notes, usually in black ink, 
which are entered in the margins of the text are manifestly from 
a much later time and from various hands. Obviously, it is im- 
possible to ascertain whether the scribe was also responsible 
for the ornament, although it may be observed that the ink in 
which the headpieces and the tailpieces are painted is the same 
as that in which the kephalaia and titloi appear. 

The customary ligatures are to be found in the script of 


the gospel material. Uncial theta appears as a broadened form, 
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Slightly flattened on top and bottom, and again in a thin "tear- 
drop". style. The base of the letter phi is flattened. Occasion- 
ally one finds a word within a line written with the last syl- 
lable or letter superior, especially the letter epsilon. But 
words occurring at the end of a line frequently have the final 
letter or syllable written superior. As a whole there are rela- 
tively few instances of enlarged letters, uncial gamma, kappa, | 
and omega occurring most frequently. The uncial forms of gamma ey 
and eta, and less frequently nu and sigma, may be found after | 
the characteristic fashion in which these uncial forms intruded | 
into the literary minuscule script after the tenth century. a 
once have we noted the uncial form of delta. 

Of more interest is the manner in which the digraph epsilon- 
iota is written. From the inception of the minuscule bookhand 
in the ninth century until the time when printing virtually ab- 
rogated the manual transmission of literature, the digraph was 
usually written in the form g in both the formal and the informel 


script. .A variant form which developed early seems to have 


fashioned the curve of the epsilon portion with one stroke and 


then connected the two ends with the line representing the iota, 


thus d + Again, sometimes the iota does not extend beyond the 


1according to Gardthausen the earliest appearance of this 
form was ca. 1050. Cf. V. Gardthausen, Grieschische Paleographie, 
Zweite Band, Taf 6, #15. Die Schrift, ‘Unterschriften und Chrono- 
logie im Altertum und im Byzantinischen Mittelalter (Zweite Auf- 
lage; Leipzig, 1913). Cf. also the facsimile of the Vatican MS 
er. 840, ca. 1350 A. D., in Cavalieri and Lietzmann, Specimina 
Codicum Graecorum Vaticanorum, Plate 42. 
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top point of the epsilon loop q . 

But the form of the digraph in D7 differs from all of these. 
Here the letter seems to be executed in a single stroke, the pen 
beginning at the uppermost point and descending to form the loop 
clockwise, thus d (See Plate II). Still another but less fre- 
quent way in which the digraph is formed by the scribe of D7 
seems to require two separate strokes; the body of the epsilon 
finishing with the downward stroke of the iota is first executed, 
thus Q ; then the tail of the epsilon is added, d - The 
finished form of this two-stroke digraph is scarcely distinguish- 
able from the single-stroke symbol. Both forms of the digraph 
are found in the textual and in the extra-textual material of 


D7. Wattenbach notes that the diphthong epsilon-iota sometimes 


gin nor cite manuscript illustrations.° The earliest use of 
this symbol in the D7 form, as listed by Gardthausen, occurs 
about 1276 A.D.,* but we hdve observed it also in MS Vien. 9 
(Biblioteca Nazionale of Naples), a manuscript which is dated 
1192 A.D.5 In the Naples manuscript the digraph is written in 


2cof. Gardthausen, op. cit., II, Taf. 7, #5f; Lake and Lake, 
Dated Greek Minuscule Manuscripts, IX, Plate 665 (Cod. II AA 18, 
Naples, R, Biblioteca Nazionale, A.D. 1175). : 


Sw. Wattenbach, Anleitung zur Griechischen Paleographie 
(Third edition; Leipzig, i895, De 92. 


takes a form similar to alpha, but he does not specify the ori- 
4Gardthausen, op. cit., II, Taf. 10, #5. 


SLake and Lake, op. cit., IX, Plate 668. 
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the second or two-stroke form as found in D7. 


Moreover, we have noticed other occurrences in Mt. Athos 
MS 38, dated in the year 1200, in the Commentary of Theophylact 
on Mk and Lk in MS Saba 263 which Hatch assigns to the thir- 
teenth century,’ and in a note added in 1389 to the thirteenth- 
century New Testament MS Ottob. er. 381.8 


These two methods of writing the digraph epsilon-iota do 


not seem to have been very popular amongst scribes, according 
to a survey of facsimiles of dated and undated manuscripts of 
the nddietal period. They do not appear earlier than the latter 
years of the twelfth century and are found only sporadically 
through the fifteenth century. 

Another striking paleographical feature of the script of 
D7 is the extensive use of the mute iota in the so-called in- 


proper diphthongs (See Plate II). In the entire gospel of Mt, 


there are only 65 divergences in D7 from the use of the mute 


79. This disagreement is reduced when allowance is made for 


iota in the edition of Stephanus. In Mk there are 53; in Lk, 
the frequency of such words as nowidyc, AnoTNc, and KUKAW, ? | 


Stpid., III, Plate 209. 


William H.P. Hatch, The Greek Manuscripts of the New Testa- 
ment in Jerusalem (Paris, 1934), Plate XLII. 


Scavalieri and Lietzmann, op. cit., Plate 44. 
27 agrees with the critical text of Westcott and Hort in 
adding a mute iota after the omega in HowSnc. It regularly 
omits the iota from AnoT7y¢ and KUKAY.. 
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where D7 consistently differs from the Stephanus usage. On the 
whole, omissions of the mute iota constitute the bulk of these 
variations, but there is a sizeable minority of unnecessary ad- 
ditions. Occasionally the scribe makes a careless departure 


from his usual practice; several times he forgets to insert the 


iota in the dative case of the article or demonstrative pronoun. 

Where the mute iota is employed, it is almost invariably | 
in the form of the adscript. This is true not only of the tex- | 
tual but also of the extra-textual material, indicating that | 
the adscript is not an archaism in the time of the scribe but 
rather regularly used, for the unconservative script of the non- 
canonical material might be expected to reflect more faithfully 
the stylistic forms in the period of the composition of the 


manuscript. Where the adscript occurs in D7, it is usually 


diminutive and written on the base line of the letter it follows. 


But that the subseript form is not unknown to the scribe 
is proved by its use in three instances: Mk 7:11 woeAndync, Mk 
10:55 motnonc, and Lk 17:3 uetavonoy. In other cases the ad- 


script is written very low, though still crossing the base line. 
Apparently the mute iota in D7 is in a transitional stage be- 
tween the adscript and subscript form. Once (Mk 12:1 wtkodouncc) 
the adscript is added in red. 

Gardthausen observes that where the mute iota is employed 
in the early minuscules (and it is more frequently omitted) it 


regularly takes the form of the adscript either on line with the 
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letters or slightly raised. In the twelfth century however, 

the iota adscript was gradually written lower until it became 
properly a subscript form.10 Tota subscript is found in manu- 
scripts as early as the ninth century, but it appears as an al- 
ternate form to the regular use of the adscript. In its earliest! 


employment, the subscript was written to the side of the vowel; 


the vowel as in modern printed forms.11 


in the thirteenth century, however, it is found directly under | 
Very often the mute iota, either adscript or subscript, | 


was omitted entirely or added only occasionally. This is par- 
ticularly true of the later and more careless writing, especially 
in the vulgar dialect. Scrivener records of the 20 gospel 


codices he collated: 


In the great majority 1. ascriptum is found but 
rarely; in all it is far oftener neglected than 
inserted... t subscriptum is seldom met with at 
all except in m (Greg. 201] and n (Greg. 480] and 
even in them I must make the same reservation; it 


101m zwélften Jahrhundert wurde das friihere Jota adscrip- 
tum allm&hlich immer tiefer geschrieben, und so entwickelte sich 
schon im Jahre 1136, 1164 usw. aus dem Jota adscriptum ein Jota 
subscriptum.” Gardthausen, Griechische Paleographie, II, 243. 
There is a brief but comprehensive discussion of the mute iota 
on pp. 241-244, 


11tne adscript form was not wholly lost after the twelfth 
century. Scrivener makes mention of a manuscript (Greg. 545) 
dated in the year 1430 which begins with the adscript and changes 
to the subscript. Cf. Frederick H.A. Scrivener, A Plain Intro- 
duction to the Criticism of the New Testament. "Bdited by the 
Rev. Bdward Miller. (Fourth edition; London, 1894) I, 45 (MS 
558). This is now the University of Michigan MS 30. 
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39 
is still more frequently omittea.12 


In contrast to this, the regular practice of the scribe of 
D7 is to insert the mute iota, invariably in the adscript form. 
The fact that the scribe uses the adscript also in the extra- 
textual matter, though less faithfully, bears evidence that it 
was his normal practice and not just a conscious affectation in 
order to preserve the sacred text of his archetype without al- 
teration. Had the latter been the case, he undoubtedly would 
have adopted the contemporary subscript form once he was no 
longer engaged in copying the sacred text. In itself, the en- 
ployment of the iota adscript by the scribe of D7 would suggest 
a dating for the manuscript earlier than the thirteenth century. 
The several appearances of the subscript and the more frequent 
dropping of the iota so that a portion of the letter falls be- 
low the base bic points to the twelfth century when the tran- 
sition from the adscript to the subscript form was beginning to 


take place. 


Abbreviations 
The abbreviations in D7 are of two sorts. [In the first 


place, the nomina sacra and frequently recurring Christian terms 


l2prederick H.A. Scrivener, A Pull and Exact Collation of 


about Twenty Greek Manuscripts of the Holy ly Gospels (Cambridge, 
1695); ee Petty: s 
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40 | 
are written in an abbreviated form, which is designated by the 
usual horizontal line over the word. Secondly, the ending of 
the final word in any line of the canonical text is often abbre- 
viated, and the ending specified by the customary tachygraphic 
symbols.15 The only tachygraph which is to be found within a 
line of the canonical text is the symbol for the diphthong 
omicron-upsilon. In the non-canonical material, the use of 


tachygraphic abbreviations is enormously increased. 


Punctuation 
The high point, comma, and interrogation mark are employed. 


Over the abbreviations of the nomina sacra a dash is used to 


designate the shortened form. Moreover, there are frequent in- 


stances in which the dash also appears over unabbreviated proper 


extra-textual material consists of the paragraphos or dash fol- 
lowed by two dots, one above the other, as in our colon. The 
same mark is also used after the final word in the gospels of 
Mt and Lk. Old Testament quotations are sometimes “obelized” in 
the left margin. Double commas are used, one comma in brown 
ink, the other in red. Frequently, however, Old Testament 
scripture is cited with no Settheciahiaeg sign. 


| lScr, Gardthausen, op. cit., II, 355-341 and Wattenbach, 
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names. A mark of termination for a complete section in the | 
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| 
Anleitung zur Griechischen Paleographie, pp. 111-117. 
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A distinctive phenomenon of D7 is the use which is made of 
the diaeresis throughout the text. When a sample opening of D7 
is compared with facsimiles of other New Testament manuscripts 
of the Middle Ages, it is readily apparent that the scribe of 
D7? has made an extraordinary use of this punctuation mark (See 
Plate II). Strictly speaking, it is not a diaeresis, for only 
occasionally is it employed to indicate the separation of vow- 
els. In both literary and Christian papyri the "iota-upsilon 
points"14 were used not only to represent the sign of a genuine 
diaeresis but, even more commonly, to designate the beginning 
of a new syllable with either one of these letters. In the 
early uncials, the points are also found over ee initial iota 
or upsilon and in the ninth century an initial iota or upsilon 
in uncial and minuscule manuscripts carried the double points in 
addition to the regular breathings and accents. According to 
Reil, there was a general neglect of the double points over an 


initial iota or upsilon in the tenth and eleventh centuries in 


14, Reil ("Zur Akzentuation griechischen Handschriften," 
Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XIX (1910!) calls the sign the "I- 
Punkte," which has the merit of pointing out its distinction 
from the diaeresis but fails to convey the fact of its frequent 
appearance with upsilon. In a communication to the writer re- 
garding the paleography of D7, Kirsopp Lake also pointed out 
that the use of the term “diaeresis” to describe this phenomenon 
was inaccurate. He called attention to the frequency with which 
dots were added above iotas and upsilons by medieval scribes, 

a@ practice which he believed had no special significance. 

Our study of this phenomenon in D7 is based upon Reil's 

discussion, 
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papyri, uncials, and minuscules. Concomitant with this neglect, 
there arose a new alteration which came into common practice in 
the twelfth century: double points were set above every iota 
and upsilon that appeared within a word until a manuscript was 
actually smothered with the points.15 

These latter conditions are illustrated in D7. There is 


no constancy in the use of the iota-upsilon points in marking 


ee vee 


initial appearances of these letters. Very often such forms 


as vulv and vuetepov may be found. But within the body of the 


word all iotas and upsilons which are not in a diphthong usually 


carry double points, thus, oti, ovvayw, Tic, kaTiéiav, may, 


Duiv. 


Paleographical Cognates 


A search of the many photographic facsimiles of dated and 
undated manuscripts falling within the period of the Middle Ages. 
has failed to disclose any one manuscript which could be identi- 
fied as the work of the scribe of D7. Often a similar hand may 


be seen, but a closer inspection reveals that the characteris- 


tics of D7, especially the extensive use of the iota adscript, 


the form of the digraph epsilon-iota, and the insertion of the 
iota-upsilon points, are lacking. Paris MS er. 90 of the Gos- 


; iS". ..im Innern eines Wortes jedes t und vwahllosmit den 
Doppelpunkten versehen wird, sodass die Hss von den Punkten 
formlich uberwuchert erscheinen...." Reil, op. cit., p. 492. 
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pels, dated in 1176,16 was written by a hand similar to that of 
D7 but all three of these special features of the script of D7 - 
are absent. Again, Athens Codex 123, dated in 11451” exhibits 


a hand of the type found in D7, but the epsilon-iota digraph is 


formed according to the conventional practice and the adscript 
is not found. The hand in the British Museum MS Burney 44, 
dated 118418 is somewhat similar to that of D7 but again the 
digraph is not of the D7 form. | 

Dr. Edgar Goodspeed, in a personal communication, has 


called our attention to the similarity in hands between D7 and 


MS Sinai 190 of the Four Gospels.19 A close inspection of 
Hatch's photograph of a page from this manuscript revealed a 

form of the epsilon-iota digraph somewhat similar to that in D7 
as well as the use of the iota-upsilon points. The mute iota, 
however, was not found in either the adscript or subscript form 
in the photograph. Both the broad and thin thetas, the enlarged 


zeta, and the uncial gamma appear in the Sinai manuscript in 


l6Henri Omont, Facesimilés des Manucrits Grecs datés de la 
Bibliotheque Nationale du Ix® au Xive Siécle (Paris, 1891), 
Plate XLIX. 


17take and Lake, Dated Greek Minuscule Manuscripts, I, 
Plate 72. 


aba, II, Plate 147. 
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about the same frequency as in D7. The Sinai manuscript is 
assigned by Hatch to the twelfth century. 

MS Coislin 364 of the Collection Canonique, a manuscript 
dated in the year 1295 ,20 bears a resemblance to the hand of D7. 
An enlarged zeta and theta is often seen. The digraph is identi- 
cal with the D7 form but the mute iota is written in the sub- 
seript form. The hand of MS Coislin 364 is regular but not so 
upright as the hand of the D7 scribe. 

In the Paris Ms gr. 448 of the works of Dionysius the 
Areopagite ,*1 many of the forms characteristic of the extra- 
textual matter in D7 may be paralleled. The digraph epsilon-. 
iota is written in the form characteristic of the calligraphy 


of D7; individual letters are frequently raised to a position 


superior to the body of the word. The tachygraph for the par- 
ticle 5¢« is often found and at least one example of the iota | 
adscript has been noticed. This manuscript is dated in the 

year 1299. 
| Again, Codex S. Marci Ven. CCCCLX, assigned by Wattenbach 
to the twelfth century,22 compares favorably with the style in 


which the extra-textual material of D7 is written. The adscript 


20omont,, op. cit,, Plate LXVI. 


2ltpid., Plate LXXI. 


229, Wattenbach et A. von Velson, Exempla Codicum Graecorum 
(Heidelberg, 1878), Plate XLIX. 
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form of the mute iota is used, but there is a less frequent 


employment of the iota-upsilon punctuation. There seems to be 


Although no identity of hand has been established between 
D7 and the facsimiles of other manuscripts dating from the 
tenth to the fifteenth centuries, paleographical cognates are 


more numerous in the period between the early twelfth and the 


4 
| 
" 
} 
{ 
3 
; 


a tendency to the D7 form of the digraph. 
: 
} 
| 


late thirteenth centuries. The special characteristics of the 
handwriting of the scribe of D7 appear more frequently in manu- 
seripts dating from the middle of the thirteenth century on, 

| although scattered examples may be found from the latter part 


of the twelfth century. 


Date 

Textual critics and paleographers are well aware of the 
difficulties involved in attempting to ascertain the date of 
Greek manuscripts of the medieval period. The opinions of ex- 
perts are frequently found in sharp disagreement concerning the 
date of any particular manuscript, sometimes varying to the ex- 
| tent of several centuries, as a glance at Gregory's catalogue 
will show. Discussing these discrepancies in judgments, Colwell 
remarks ",..it is not too much to say that it is almost impos- 


sible to place a manuscript within narrow limits between 1050 


eee en ny CS eS ee a ne 


and 1350 A.D."®5 Through the study of the special features of 


History and Text (Chicago, 1936), p. 225. 


{ 
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| 
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2Sernest C. Colwell, The Four Gospels of Karahissar. Vol li: 
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the scribal hand, however, it is possible to suggest the ap- 
proximate limits within which D7 was probably written. It will 
be best to consider these in summary in the order in which they 
have already been discussed in detail. ~ 

i. The Ornamentation. The conclusion reached after a study 
of the D7 ornament was that it was probably of the thirteenth 


century, although characteristics of twelfth century ornament 


ornament were found in manuscripts dating from the thirteenth 


were represented. For the most part the cognates to the D7? 


century. - 

2. The Epsilon-Iote Digraph. The form of the diphthong 
epsSilon-iota in which the digraph seems to be executed in a 
single stroke has no parallels before the late years of the 
twelfth century. Instances of its use appear sporadically after 
that through the fifteenth century, but it is found more fre- 
quently, we believe, in the thirteenth century. The evidence 
for the practice would suggest a date after the twelfth century. 


3. The Iota Adscript. The consistent use of the mute iota 


in the improper diphthongs by the scribe of D7 is an interesting 
phenomenon but it is practically of no value in determining the 
date of the manuscript, since occasional and indiscriminant in- 
stances of its use may be found in manuscripts of the tenth 
through the fifteenth century. But that it regularly is to be 
found as an adscript in both the canonical and non-canonical 


material of D7? is suggestive of a date before the thirteenth. 
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That the subscript form is met with several times in D7 may 
perhaps indicate that the manuscript was written in the twelfth 
century when the transition to the form of the subscript began. 
4. The Iota-Upsilon Punctuation. Again, the extensive 
use of the iota-upsilon punctuation suggests a dating no earlier 
than the twelfth century. It was during this period that scribes 
began the practice of liberally distributing these points 
throughout their texts. After a study of the use of punctuation 
in the papyri, the majuscules, and the medieval minuscules, Reil 
was convinced that the employment of the iota-upsilon punctua- 
tion offered a genuine, though incomplete, criterion for de- 
termining the date of a manuscript, the frequency of the points 
arguing a later date.24 Here, as with the regular insertion of 
the mute iota in the adscript form, the frequency of the iota- 
upsilon punctuation argues a date for D7 in the late twelfth or 
the early thirteenth century. 
5. Paleographical Cognates. From the standpoint of the 


general character of the hand, a consideration of paleographical 


cognates permits a date for D7 in the latter part of the twelfth, 


but there is a marked similarity between the calligraphy of the 


24Reil, "Jur Akzentuation griechischen Handschriften," 
Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XIX, 492. K. Lake, on the other hand, 
in an informal note to the writer, was disposed to assign no 
great weight to the practice of the mute iota in the adscript 
form nor the "diaeresis" as criteria for determining the date of 
a manuscript. 
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‘extra-textual matter of D7 and the script of thirteenth-century 


manuscripts. Both K. Lake and E.J. Goodspeed have suggested 
that D7 probably dates from the middle of the twelfth century; 
E.C. Colwell inclines to a thirteenth century dating.©9 

6. D7? and the Commentary of Theophylact. In addition to | 
the foregoing considerations of the distinctive phenomena of 


the scribal hand in D7, it is also necessary to take into account 


still another factor of the internal evidence which furnishes a 
definite terminus a quo for the composition of D7. The Index 
of Gontents notes that the prolegomena to Mk, Lk, and Jn in D7 
contain the prooimia of Theophylact, extracted from his Commen- 
tary on each of the three gospels. Bishop Theophylact of Bul- 
garia lived in the latter part of the eleventh century and pos- 
sibly into the early part of the twelfth. The Commentary which 
came from his pen rapidly became very popular so that after the 
twelfth century it gradually replaced the Antiochian Commentary, 
long the favorite of the Church. Our extant manuscripts of 


Theophylact’s Commentary are in greater number from the thir- 


dicating that it was probably at the peak of its popularity 
during this time. 
Yon Soden noted that many medieval manuscripts carry the 


prooimia of Theophylact as anonymous pieces, sometimes designat- 


teenth and fourteenth centuries then from any other period, in- 
25In personal communications to the writer. 
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ing them as hypotheseis.26 It might be argued that the failure 
to mention the author might indicate a time when the works of 
Theophylact were widely read and his reputation was established. 
The reader would then need no reminder of the source. But by 
such a token the selections from the Lucan commentary of Titus 
of Bostra and from the Christian Topography of Cosmas Indico- 
pleustes would need no titles; yet the scribe of D7 inscribes 
the quoted selections to them. Since Theophylact flourished in 
the last half of the eleventh century, it is reasonable to as- 
sume that the description of the evangelists which appear in his 
Commentary would probably not be included in the prolegomena: of 
a tetraévangelion much before the latter part of the twelfth | 
century, when his popularity began to increase. 

5 Conclusion. It is unlikely, then, both on paleographi- 
cal grounds and with respect to the inclusion of the prooimia 
of Theophylact that D7 can be dated before the closing years of 
the twelfth century. A date at-the turn of the century or in 
the early part of cee Ge seeue eantery would satisfy all the 
conditions.2? In the light of all these foregoing considera- 


26yon Soden, Schriften, I,1,321. 


27Golwell's mechanical criteria for determining the date of 


ag manuscript were of no assistance. Cf. "Some Criteria for Dat- 


ing Byzantine New Testament Manuscripts" in The Four Gospels of 
Kareahissar, I, 225-241. These criteria are based upon the pro- 
portion of uncial to minuscule forms in any given sample of text. 
The study of epsilon in D7 in a section chosen at random indi- 
cated a date between 1166-1225; the study of eta, a date after 
1159; the study of lambda, a date after 1075. But the dominance 
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tions, the latter appears to us to be the more likely possibility. 


Provenance 
No more than a conjecture can be made with regard to the 
provenance of D7. But since the manuscript contains selections 


from the Commentary of Theophylact and, as we shall see, in four 


a a. 


striking instances bears witness to the direct influence of the 
Commentary upon the text of the gospels;“8 and since D7 has been 
assigned to a date only a century removed from the death of 
Theophylact, it might be argued that D7? was written in a scrip- 
torium located in the general vicinity of Theophylact's Bulga- 
rian see. This assumes of course that in the first century fol- 
: lowing Theophylact's death his influence would be restricted to 
| the more immediate scene of his labors. But if the favor which 
: he enjoyed from the royal house in his earlier years continued 
throughout his life, his works may well have been supported by 

‘ royal patronage and been made widely accessible even shortly 


after his death. 


of the minuscule form of pi is characteristic, according to 
Colwell, of a date before 1066, and the minuscule form of pi in 
D7 heavily outweighs the uncial. 


®8vide infra, p. 140ff. 
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Chapter I 
GENERAL TEXTUAL RELATIONSHIPS 


The initial step in analyzing the text of any manuscript 
is to discover what, if any, similarities there are between it 
and other manuscripts of similar contents. If a relationship 
jan be established to one or a group of manuscripts whose text 
has been the subject of previous investigation, a significant 
clue is offered to the textual classification of the manuscript 
in question, and classification into fairly well-defined textual 
types is the chief method by which to trace the history of the 
transmission of the text. Strangely enough, it is only rarely 
that a correlation of texts is so striking that we are certain 
of a close family relationship. Famm 1 and 13 in the gospels 
and Fam 2412 in Acts are notable instances, for certain of their 
members give unmistakeable testimony to the substantial identity 
of their texts, so that the common archetype can be reconstructed 


within a very small margin of error. But by far the mass of 
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gospel manuscripts in the medieval period presents heteroge- 
neous texts of a kind that may offer only fragmentary relation- 
ships to other manuscripts of widely differing text-types.1 In 
such instances, the problem of tracing the genealogy of a text 
becomes a very complicated task. 

The study of Duke MS Gr. 7 began with a collation of the 
text with the universally accepted base, the third edition of 
the Greek New ciéeipondeetintat: oy Robertus Stephanus of Paris 
in the year 1550. All divergences of D7 from this base were 
noted--whether omissions, additions, transpositions, substitu- 
tions, or alternate spellings. As a result of this collation 
D7 was found to differ from Stephanus about 1166 times. Many of 
these variants have no textual significance, however, Among 
these are included 21 variations in the use of the vwmoveable, 
207 differences in the employment of the mute iota, 32 ortho- 
graphical variations, 21 divergences occasioned by elision, 14 
variations in ovTwc, and about 41 itacisms. D7 divides with 
Stephanus in a total of about 827 significant readings, distrib- 
uted as follows: Mt, 252; Mk, 222; Lk, 294; Jn, 59. Thirty- 


aN striking illustration is furnished by the Karahissar 
Gospels (MS 574) in which E.C. Colwell found a variety of text- 
types and manuscript relationships. See especially his article, 
"The Complex Character of the late Byzantine Text of the Gos- 
pels," Journal of Biblical Literature, LIV (1935), 211-221. The 
only explanation that K. Lake could offer for the dissimilarity 
among manuscripts known to have been written in amused by the 
same monastery was that the scribes destroyed their exemplars 
when they finished their copies! 
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Seven of these are singular to D7 and 56 more are subsingular.2 
There are three unsupported errors, two unsupported conflations, 
and four variants due to homoioteleuton. 

» The next step was to compare this resultant collation with 
the collations of about 65 manuscripts, some of which are avail- 
able in print and others in the form of theses and dissertations. 


In addition to these, the relevant testimony of the great number 


of uncials and minuscules which are quoted in the eritical ap- 
paratus of Scholz, Tischendorf, von Soden, and Legg was compared 


with the D7 collation. 
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It will be of value to present a comprehensive list of the 
eritical apparatus, collected collations, individual collations, 
and reconstructed text-types which were made use of in this study 
and which comprise as well a partial list of the materials at 


present available for the textual critic. 
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Critical Apparatus 


| Legg, S.C.E. Novum Testamentum Graece Secundum Textum West- 
. cotto-Hortianum. Matthew, Oxford, 1940; Mark, Oxford, 1935. 
Scholz, J.M.A. Novum Testamentum Graece. Lipsiae, 1850. I 


Soden, H.F. von. Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments. Vol. II: 


Tischendorf, C. Novum Testamentum Graece. Editio octava 
- critica maior; Leipzig, 1869. I 


4 
| 
| 
; 
2See Appendixes A and B, pp.175-77. 
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Collected Collations 


Edmunds, C.C. and W.H.P. Hatch. The Gospel Manuscripts of the 
1918, 


General Theological Seminary. Cambridge Harvard | 
Theological Studies, IV) ear 


Goodspeed, E.J. Greek Gospel Texts in America. Vol. ITI: 
Texts. Chicago, 1902-1918. (Historical and Linguistic 
. Studies, Ser. I) 


Lake, Kirsopp and Silva New. Six Collations of New Testament 


Manuseripts. Cambridge, 19352. (Harvard Theological 
To ~ XVII) 


Linn, 0.F. The Tetragram, Thomas, and Larissa Gospels. Un- 
published doctoral dissertation, University of Chicago, 1935. 


Serivener, Frederick H.A. Adversaria Critica Sacra. Cam- 
bridge, 1893. 


~------- Codex Augiensis. Cambridge, 1859. 
w---=---- A Full and Exact Collation of about Twenty Greek 


Individual Collations 


Beerman, G. and C.R. Gregory. Die Koridethi Evangelien. (MS 90 
=038). Leipzig, 1913. a 


Braithwaite, W.C. "On a New MS. of the Four Gospels,” Haver- 
ford College Studies, IV, 22-27. (MS 236) ae 


Colwell, H.C. The Four Gospels of Karahissar. Vol. I: History 
and Text. Chicago, 1956. MS 574 


Gregory, C.R. Textkritik des Neuen Testamentes. Leipzig, 1900- 
1909. III (MS Y=0354) 


Haefner, A.E. The Scott Brown New Testament. Unpublished doc- 
toral dissertation, University of Chicago, 1935. (MS 2404) 


Harris, J.R. "An Important MS of the New Testament,” Journal 
of Biblical Literature, IX (1890), 31-59, (MS 892)” °° 


Hoskier, H.C. A Full Account and Collation of the Greek Cursive 
Codex Evangelium 604. London, 1890. (MS 700) 
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Lake, Kirsopp and Silva. Family 13 (The Ferrar Group): The 
Text Accordin to Mark. London, 1941, (Studies and Docu- 
ments, XI MS 28) 


1942. 


Riddle, Donald W. The Rockefeller McCormick New Testament, 
Vol. II: The Text, Chicago, 1932. (MS 2400) 


Sanders, H.A. "A New Collation of MS 22 of the Gospels," Jour- 
nal of Biblical Literature, XXXTII (1914), 91117, 


Lectionary Collations 


Colwell, Z.C. and Donald W. Riddle. # Prolegomena to the Study 
of the Lectionary Text of the Gospels, Chicago, 1933, 
gia in the Lectionary Text of the Greek New Testament, 
I). 


Take, K. and S. Lake. "The Text of Mark in Some Dated Lection- 
aries," Amicitiae Corolla. Edited by H.G. Wood. London, 


Read, W.M. Michigan Manuscript 18 of the Gospels, Seattle 
(iS 536) iad : 
| 
2935. pp. 147ff. | 


Reconstructed Texts 


Lake, K. and R.P. Blake, and S. New. "The Caesarean Text of 
the Gospel of Mark,” Harvard Theological Review, XXI (1928), 
207=404, ; 


Lake, Kirsopp and Silva. Family 13 (The Ferrar Group): The 
Text Accordin to Mark. London, 1941. (Studies and Docu- 
ments, Xl) . 


Lake, Silva. Family II and the Codex Alexandrinus; The Text 
' According io Mae: London, 1936. (Studies and Documents, V) 


Minor Affinities 
The result of these protracted comparisons was the discovery 


of certain minor relationships between the text of D7 and of MSS 
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703, 666, 2521, 2400, 473, and 482. More important affinities 


to D7 were found in MSS 489 and 2324, especially in the text of 
Mk. But the most constant and consistent ally of D7 proved to 
be the uncial manuscript, Codex Macedoniensis. As the colla- 
tions of D7 and Codex Macedoniensis (denominated Y [034] in the 
Gregory catalogue) were compared, it became apparent that there 
was a genuine affinity between the two texts--noticeably in Lk, 
to a lesser extent in Mk, and least of all in Mt. To the ex- 
hibition of the extent of the varied relationships existing be- 
tween these manuscripts and D7 we may now iinccs attention. 

MS 703° demonstrates a minor affinity to the text of D7 in 
the first half of Mt, although it seldom reads more than 50% of 
the variants. Von Soden never examined MS 703 and Goodspeed 
mentions only that 

The text in general is very close to that of Steph- 

anus.... In some particulars it is nearer to von 

Soden's K=type or some form of it, than is Stephan- 

us, but now and then a more primitive reading appears. 

In Lk 10 and 11, MS 703 comes forward to read 21 out of 335 va- 


riants, but its witness is still minor. Ms Y, for instance, 


Sus 703 is the Huntington Library and Art Gallery (Cali- 
fornia) MS 1081, a Four Gospels manuscript of the 1lth century 
(Quariteh, 9th; Gregory, 1251). It was collated by E.J. Good- 
speed in Greek Gospel Texts in America under the title "The 
Bixby Gospels", 


4Tbid., p. 128. 
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which offers the superior attestation in this section, holds 
27 of the 33 variants in common with D7. 

In Mt» 26, MS 666° suddenly rises to the front lines of at- 
testation, reading 15 out of 19 significant variants. In only 
ev instances it preserves a variant where D7 reads with the 
Textus Receptus; and, in equal fashion, D7 registers 4 variants 
while MS 666 joins with Stephanus. Neither in the preceding 
nor in the following chapter does MS 666 stand in such a close 
relation to D7. In Mt 25, MS 666 reads only 4 out of 10 D7 
variants and in Mt 27, 5 out of 11. Von Soden examined Good- 
speed's collation of this manuscript and assigned it to his Kl 
group, which he considered the earliest representative of the 
K type, associating it with his «61 (Greg), «1027 (Greg. S) 
and 1126 (Greg. 476).6 

“MS 23217 in Lk 20 and 21 reads 14 out of 23 variants. In 
dn 1 and 4 it agrees with 10 out of 11 and 10 out of 12 respec- 
tively. The excellence of this witness is not singular, how- 


ever, for the D7 text of the Fourth Gospel is of an ordinary 


SMS 666 is the Harvard University MS Gr. 1, a Four Gospels 
of the 13th century (De'Ricci 12th) with a few paper folios 


supplied in the 16th century. This manuscript was also collated 


by Goodspeed, op. cit., under the title "The Harvard Gospels”. 


Scoodspeed, op. cit., pe 174. 
"us 2321 is an unnumbered manuscript of the Four Gospels 
dating from the 1lth century, now in the possession of the Uni- 
versity of Toronto. A collation appears in Goodspeed, op. cit., 
under the title "The Toronto Gospels". 
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sort which is substantiated by a number of witnesses. The col- 


lation of MS 2321 was sent by Goodspeed to von Soden, who ex- 


emined it and classified it as K®, relating it to MSS «329 (Greg. 

482) and ¢1390 (Greg. 473)8 When the collation was compared 

by the writer with von Soden's list of unique K® ieane in 

Mt ,? however, it was found to read with only one of the variants 

(13:32). In the similar list for Mk (52 readings), MS 2321 co- 

incided with only 8; in Lk the proportion was 5 to 65. In the 

light of these results, von Soden's classification seems to 

rest upon a precarious base, granting the integrity of his lists. | 
Some support for the text of D7 is likewise to be found in 

MS 2400, 10 the famous Rockefeller McCormick New Testament. In 

Mk 10, MS 2400 reads 16 of 22 variants; and in Mk 14, it reads 

19 out of 31. Again, in Lk 12 it joins together with MSS 489, 

2524, and Y to read 10 of 16 variants, but elsewhere its support 


is of a minor sort. In dn 1, however, MS 2400 is an excellent 


et mealies fe 


witness to the text of D7 joining with MSS 482 and 489 to agree 
with 9 out of 11D7 variants. Professor Riddle has studied the 


text of MS 2400 and found evidence of a Caesarean influence in 


Stpid., p. 159. 
2von Soden, Schriften, I,ii,1168f. 


10ms 2400, owned by the Edith Rockefeller McCormick estate 
(Chicago), is a New Testament manuscript, lacking only the Apoca- 
lypse, dating ca. 1270. The collation and textual study may be 
found in Riddle, The Rockefeller McCormick New Testament, II. 
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the Gospels as well as some influence of the K® text-type. Its 
text shows a primary affiliation with MSS 489 and 482. 

Both Mss 47311 ana 48212 sustain a minor affinity to the 
text of D7, throughout the four gospels. In Mt 26, MS 473 agrees 
with D7 15 times out of D7's 19 variations from Stephanus, while 
in 9 instances it dissociates itself from D7's agreement with 
Stephanus. MS 482 agrees with 14 of the 19 variants in the same 
section but departs from the D7=Stephanus reading in 16 places. 
Both manuscripts support 20 of the 33 D7 variants in Lk 10 and 
11, and MS 475 reads 20 of the 350 in Lk 4 and 5. In Jn 1 and 4, 
MS 482 reads 9 of the 11, and 10 of the 12 respectively; and in 


Mk 14, 18 of 31 variants, indicating a support of lesser degree. 


_ Both of these manuscripts are grouped together by von Soden in 


dys 473 is the London Lambeth MS 1178, a Four Gospels 
dated by Gregory in the 135th or 14th century (Serteants llth). 
The manuscript was collated by Frederick H.A. Scrivener in A 


| 
| 
} 
a nuance of the K® text.15 
i 
the Holy Gospels, under the symbol "dd", at 
12s 482 is the British Museum Burney MS 20, a dated Four | 
Gospels of the year 1285, whose readings are frequently allied 
with those of MS 489. The manuscript was collated by Scrivener, 
Ibid., under the symbol "p". 


15the following manuscripts are grouped by von Soden as 
representing a nuance of the K®& text: a 26, 268, 280, 482; b 
1319 68 679, 1375 1200, 270, 365, 726, “931, 1463, 1113; c 278 
1209 1510 liso, 481 1121, 1iz6, 1354; a 1663, 706, 1457, 449, 
1451, 1512. MS 473 is spoken of as vie which ",auffallenda 
haufig Lesarten dieser Niiance mitvertritt...." Schriften, I, 
ii, 853-54, . | 
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In 4 of the 15 D7 subsingular readings in Mk, MS 5414 


agrees with D7. Scholz cited this manuscript in his apparatus 
but one doubts whether its readings have been faithfully fol- 
lowed. Legg gives its testimony more completely and, if it is 
reliable, the text of MS 54 is closer to the common Byzantine 
text than D7. Von Soden classified MS 54 in his index (vol. I, 
pt. 3) as a representative of the KX text of the u”? type, but 
a search of the manuscripts listed under this heading in the 
discussion of the KX text-type failed to disclose any mention 
of the manuscript. 

Throughout the gospel of Mk and to a lesser extent in the 
gospel of Lk, MS 232415 holds a relatively high position among 
the best allies of the D7 text. In Mk 10, it reads 18 of 22 of 
D7's variants but disagrees with D7 19 times; in Mk 11, it reads 
11 out of 16; in Mk 14, 20 out of 351. In Lk 12 MS 23524 agrees 
with 10 of D7's 16 variants; in Lk 4 and 5, with 19 of the 30, 
but it disagrees with D7 27 times; elsewhere the relationship 
is less closely sustained. As we shall see, the corroboration 


of the D7 text by MS 2324 is due primarily to the K® element 


14ys 54 is in the Bodleian Library, Oxford, Selden supra 
29; according to Gregory and Scrivener it is Bentley's x, cited 
in the margin of his unpublished collation in Trinity College, 
Cambridge, B.xvii.5. 


15yis 2324, known as the Hoffman MS, is in the collection of 
the General Theological Seminary in New York, Acc. no. 55532, 
It is a Four Gospels dated by Clark in the 10th century, by De 
Ricci in the 12th. MS 2324 was collated by C.H. Edmunds and 
W.H.P. Hatch in The Gospel Manuscripts of the General Theological 
Seminary under the title "The Hoffman MS" and described by them 
as of "the ordinary 'Syrian' type”. (p. 10). 
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which they hold in common.16 
In close combination with MS 2324, MS 48917 is aligned with 

the text of D7, especially in Mk. In Mk 11, both manuscripts 
read; 11 of 16 D7 variants; in Mk 10, 18 of 22; in Mk 14, 20 out 
of 51; etc. A check with Serivener's collation of MS 489, how- 
ever, instantly reveals the disparity between this manuscript. 
and: D7, for the former has preserved many variants where the 
latter has joined the common chorus of medieval manuscripts. 
Von'| Soden considered MS 489 a twin of MS 1219 (i.e. either they 
are copies one from the other or else that are copies of a com- 
mon ancestor) and ranked both of them by merit next to MS IT as 


offering the most reliable witness to the K® tex+,18 


MSS D7 and Y 


The single manuscript that gives the strongest and most 


consistent support to the text of D7? throughout the first three 


l6See infra p.l03f for a discussion of the dominant text- 
type within MS 2324 and its position as a witness to the K® 
text. . 


1s 489 is a New Testament manuscript, lacking the Apoca- 
lypse, catalogued B.10.16 in Trinity College Library, Cambridge, 
and dated 1316 A.D. This manuscript was collated by F.H.A. 
Scrivener, Codex Augiensis, under the symbol "w". 


W8schriften, I,i1,857ff. MS 1216 is the Mt, Sinai MS 162, 
a Four Gospels of the llth century (K. and S. Lake 10th). S. 
Lake believes MS 1219 to be related to MS 489 through an inter- 
mediate lost manuscript which she calls "b". (Femily IZ and the 
Codex Alexandrinus, p. 21). 
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gospels, however, is the older uncial MS Y (034).19 In Mt the 
alliance of MS Y to the text of D7 is subordinate to that of MSS 


nevertheless constant. 

By way of revealing the chief textual relationships of D7 
: in Mt, Mt 26 was arbitrarily Selected as a sample of the gospel 
‘ text and.a full collation table prepared, exhibiting all the va- 
riants from Stephanus in D7 and in the four manuscripts whose 
collations mee evidence of a leading support of the D7 text in 


this section, MSS 666, Y, 473, and 483.20 (See Table I, p. 64) 


125 Y, Cambridge, University Library, Add 6594 (earlier 
known as } , Kosinitza 375) was noted by Papadopoulos-Kerameus 
who saw it in the Monastery of the Virgin Mary in Bunar Dagh, 

Macedonia. Later, according to C.R. Gregory, it disappeared 

from the monastery and finally passed into the possession of J, 


ae ne se ee ee ee ee a 


Bevan Braithwaite of London, after an intermediary ownership. 

The acquisition, together with a description and evaluation of 
its contents, was reported by William C. Braithwaite in his ar- 
ticle, "A New Uncial of the Gospels,” The Expository Times, XIII 
(1901-1902), pp. 114-120, where the name "Codex Macedoniensis” 
was proposed for it. (Apparently there is no concensus of opin- 
ion as to the correct form of that title, however. 'The Lakes 
usually refer to it as "Macedonianus”™ and Professor Hatch labels 
it "Macedonius”.) MS Y was later added to the University Library 
in Cambridge. A recto of Mt 26:64-69 is to be found as Plate 
XLIX in W.H.P. Hatch, The Principal Uncial Manuscripts of the New 
Testament. (Chicago, 1939). Braithwaite apparently assigned it 

to the 8th century, but Gregory and Hatch think it belongs to 

the 9th. Gregory (Textkritik, p. 1027) says the text stands in 

a high position within the Syrian text which is exhibited in MSS 
EFGHKMSUVIAXT. A copy of Braithwaite's collation is found in 
Gregory(Ibid., pp. 1028-1037).. 


705, 666, and 475; but even there the support, while weaker, is 
j 
| 
} 
| 


20ug 483 is a complete codex of the New Testament dated in 
the year 1295. Scrivener last saw it in the possession of Wil- 
liam Pickering of London in 1845. Gregory, following Scrivener, 
reported it "heute verschollen”, but Clark has identified it as 
an unnumbered manuscript in the Chapin Library of Williams .%ol- 
lege, Mass, A collation by Scrivener is to be found in the Col- 
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TABLE I 
“PRINCIPAL TEXTUAL RELATIONSHIPS OF MS D7 IN MT 26 


Variant from Stephanus D7 666 473 Y 483 
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This showed that the most significant relationship in this sec- 
tion was between D7 and MS 666, as we have previously noted. 
MS 666 joins with D7 in 13 departures from the Textus Receptus, 
disagreeing only 7 times. Next in order come MSS 473 and Y, 
the fotnet supporting 13 of D7's 17 departures from the text of 
Stephanus and disagreeing with D7 12 times, the latter agreeing 
in 12 instances and disagreeing in 13. Im 8 of these disagree- 
ments of Y, D7 follows the reading of Stephanus, while in 5 
other readings Y coincides with the Stephanus against D7. Of 
these 5, however, only 2 can properly be termed significant, 2 
singular readings and 1 resolution from crasis composing the 
remainder. The force of the agreements of MS 483 with the va- 
riants of D7 is diminished by the increase in the disagreements. 
When we turn to the text of Mk, the testimony of MS Y in- 
ereases in support of the readings of D7; in Mk 10 it shares 18 
of 20 departures from Stephanus by D7; in Mk 14, 235 out of 31. 
Table II (p. 66) presents a full collation of MSS Y, 2324, 
489, and 2400, the leading allies of the text of D7? in Mk 10, 
a section which has been selected at random as a sample of the 
text of this gospel. The Table shows that Y and D7 are divided 
only 15 times whereas the next ally has considerably more dis- 


similerities. Only twice does D7 contradict the agreement of Y 


lation of Twenty Greek Manuscripts under the symbol "q". MS 
483 occasionally demonstrates a minor affinity to the text of 
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TABLE II 


PRINCIPAL TEXTUAL RELATIONSHIPS OF MS D7 IN MK 10 
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* f | Variant from Stephanus DZ? Y 2324 489 2400 
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q . *indicates reading by the first hand. 
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with the Textus Receptus, and both of these are subsingular 
readings. For the most part the variants of D7 from Stephanus 
are held in common by the entire group of manuscripts, suggest- 
ing that they exemplify a common text-type. , 

In the text of Lk, the affinity between D7 and Y is in- 
creased still further. In Lk 10 and 1l, for instance, Y reads 
27 of 33 variants; in Lk 4 and 5,-26 of 30. 

By way of illustrating the textual relationshipsof D7 in 
this gospel a full collation table was prepared for Lk 20 as a 
representative chapter, exhibiting all the variants from the 
Textus Receptus of D7 and MSS Y, 478,21 483, and 2321, the chief 
textual relatives of D7 in this chapter. (See Table III, p. 69) 
The superior attestation of Y may be seen from its 10 agree- 


ments with the variations of D7, whereas these two texts are 


| 
| 
/ 
| 
divided only 5 times. Where Y and D7 are divided, D7 invariably 
has accepted the reading of Stephanus. In this representative 
section there are only two instances where D7 contradicts both 
Y and Stevnenitie, and one of these is singular to D7. 

MS 478 at this point shows an excellent attestation of the 
type of text found in D7, standing second only to MS Y; else- 
where, however, its attestation is minor. 


The closest textual relative to D7, throughout the text as 


21ys 478 is the British Museum MS Add. 11300, a Four Gos- 
pels of the 10th or lith century. It was collated by Scrivener 
in the Collation of Twenty Greek Manuscripts under the symbol 
ee, 
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TABLE IIT 
Sea. 6 Ot ; : 
PRINCIPAL TEXTUAL RELATIONSHIPS OF MS D7 IN LK 20 


Variant from Stephanus D7? Y 478 483 2321 


MUMMMECOECG | LEDELC. o oie ce sree ous ge en Me pe 
% esl. wey te ae eee eee je + + 
\ ee EIOUP TNO 5 oxic eek we ne ct ae pee as + 
 ) ee ee wee otk et tot. at 
. - 9 2 eee eee Sek. re Sos ei ie ee askew 5 ee +*¥ + + + 
wee 14. —SEVUTEs ou tes vidi te ti>.6 hn ceay > tte 2 + 
ae MU TOV os 0 bua eee Re oteie sku? eRe dk oe +%* 
Pa — TOY AGOV ns tind. oes bie aw acne grid: Dior -thiem': teiet + 
NE AI oe hd nl ashe koe ie ce Be oS : 
+... 23 navovpysav] movnprav(?)......0- +* 
Be entdettate] Sct bate. ....scccses + 
- ..), 8nvaprov tow Se cSertav® Kat 
. Ra is oat ePay ok ema aja bee a ee ca is +> 
CO eee ee ee pevicch 
28 oi on es a At ~ = + 
Ee ae ee: an 0 + 
ME Te ors ahs oS ohh a ao aes - 
~o aSéAGoc avTov AGBN......... y +** 
Bee MOGUT WC IFMOGUTUG. 26. seen eens es + + - 
PE A eee Cae ee ome +. + +, +75 
Se NMR an tesa Tha fe wor nS Raw. we ws itn + 
32 AS a atten eee nessa ee ssen oa eta e + 
35 €KYVOULOKOVTaL | exyouttovtal.... Be Seo ee ere 
: » 37 UWVONC aoe o Bie 6c ees eS ot 43Ni ea ae + + a 
: 41 NEVOUVOL}tTLVEC... see ihe Ser ese aaa 3 + 
; mA THPWTOKGO CED EOYs «Swe eines 2s - + 
MEMTORUGCOSLEEG. tees pees ewe es + 
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*indicates reading by the first hand; **indicates 
corrections by the second hand. 
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-awhole, is Codex Y. This kinship may best be demonstrated by 


a direct collation between D7 and Y. To ascertain the extent 

of the disparity between them, a tabulation was made of every 
difference between the two manuscripts in the first five chap- 
ters of Mk and also of Lk, the two gospels in which these manu- 
scripts show the closest kinship. In Mk 1-5, a total of 41 di- 
vergences were found between the two texts, of which only 31 
could be termed significant; since itacisms, minor variations in 
spelling, nu=-moveables, and elisions account for the rest.°* of 


these 31, moreover, there were 7 which were singular or sub- 


singular either to D7 or Y, leaving only 24 attested differences 


between the two texts in these five chapters. 

In Lk 1-5, there were 53 readings in which D7 differed from | 
Y, but when the insignificant variants were dismissed ,°* there 
were only 50 remaining. Of these only 17 could be considered 
significant. Subtracting 2 readings which are singular to D7, 
there remain only 15 attested differences of any moment which 
separate the text of D7? from that of Y in these five chapters. 
ef Lk. 

This remarkably close affinity of the text of D7 with the 


text of Y raises the question, “Is Y a direct ancestor of D7, or 


225 itacisms; 5 variations in spelling; 2 nu-moveables; 1 
elision. 


. 259 itacisms; 11 variations in spelling; 1 nu-moveable; 2 
elisions. . 
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are the manuscripts related through some common ancestor?" Ts 


| there a close family relationship, or are they both exemplifi- 


eations of a wider common text?*4 If Y is the ancestor of D? 

we may expect to find two types of readings in these manuscripts: 
(a) instances where Y retains an older reading while the text of 
D7 has been accomodated to some branch of the standard Byzantine 


text, together with certain singular readings and errors in the 


ancestor which have been corrected in the descendant; and (b) 
readings practically unique to Y which have been transmitted 
without correction in the text of D7. An examination of the 


short list of differences between D7 and Y shows that both con- 


ditions are met: 


(a) There are 8 instances in the first five chapters of Mk 
where Y exhibits a reading commanding the support of the majority 
of the older uncials N, B, D et al.; while D? agrees with the 
Stephanus text. In two other cases, MS D is included in the 


total uncial support. Moreover, two readings singular to Y, one 


24The distinction between "text" and "family" is of course 
qualitative. Whereas the resemblances among family manuscripts 
are so marked that their archetype can be reconstructed within 
a@ reasonable margin of error, the similarities among representa- 
tives of a "text", while noticeable, are so interfused with dis- 
similarities occasioned by successive copyings and perhaps re- 
visions that a reconstruction of the archetype is virtually inm- 
possible. Streeter took issue with von Soden because of the 
latter's use of the word “recension” which assumes a single manu- 


‘seript as the common exemplar where he obviously meant "text", 


i.e. a majority of readings held in common by the average manu- 
Seript of a given locality. Cf. B.H. Streeter and F.C. Burkitt, 
"The Caesarean Text of the Gospels," Journal of Theological 
Studies, XXVI (1924-25), 375-380. 
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error due to homoioteleuton, and one elision have been corrected 
in D7 to the common reading. 

sh (b) There are eight instances within the complete text of 
D7 in which MS Y is the sole uncial support, three of these 


| being subsingular readings of D7. The supporting combination 


KYTI occurs 9 times; AKYII, 7 time} and KMYII, 6 times. Twice 
each of the following combinations appear in support of D7: KY, 
MY, YII*, BY, HXY, KY@, MYII, ADKYII. Thus Y, often with the 
additional support of KIT, constitutes a strong attestation for 
D7? readings which depart from the old uncial readings. 

But on the other hand, if Y is the ancestor of D7 the kind 
of readings we should not expect to find would be instances in 
which D7 reverts to the reading of the old uncial group against 
the agreement of Y with the Textus Receptus. 

In Mk 1-5, there are five occasions in which the text of 
D7 reverts to a variant supported by the majority of YN, B, D. 
In four additional instances, a reading enlists the support of 
one manuscript of this group. If this may be considered repre- 
sentative of the gospel as a whole, the text of D7 would depart 
from Y's agreement with Stephanus about 25 times to read an 
older variant. This proportion is diminished in Lk. Here chap- 
ters 1-5 reveal only two instances in which the text of D7 may 
be said to have reverted to a reading antedating Y where Y agrees 


with Stephanus. In both of these cases the support is limited 


to only one member of the group,N, B, or D. 
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In the light of both similarities and dissimilarities, the 


3 strong affinity between Y and D7 in Lk argues a family relation- 
7 ship between the two manuscripts in which D7 is a descendant of 
| Y. The infrequent appearance of older variants in the text of 
D7 is explainable according to the familiar phenomenon of the re- 
emergence of stray variants of an older variety into a later 
revised text, as in the case of Old Latin readings creeping 
back into the Vulgate text. Other differences between the two 
manuscripts are related to influences that played upon the text 
in its transmission from the ninth to the thirteenth century. 

To a lesser extent this may also be the situation reflected 


in Mk. Here the dissimilarities are increased. Our tests for 


of the preservation of an older reading on the part of D7. 
itself this would tend to deny a family relationship of Y and 


the gospel of Mk indicated that there were . probably 25 examples = 
D7, but taken in conjunction with the results obtained in Lk, it | 


must be admitted that there is still a strong possibility that 
Y is a direct ancestor of D7. In Mt and Mk the text of D7? has 
undergone a larger measure of corruption from the form of the 


text in Y,“° but in Lk the relationship is relatively unadul- | 


25The tenth-century uncial [f has influenced the text of D7, 
somewhat, particularly in Mt where there are four readings to 
which [ alone among the uncials agrees. An investigation of the 
non-K® element in D7 indicated that D7 in Mt and Mk departs 
more often from K® and Stephanus than Y does. A slight Caesa- 
rean strain could be discerned in these D7 readings but the ma- 
jority were of a mixed support characteristic of accretions. 
Vide infra, p. 162ff. 
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; terated. Considering the lapse of three centuries between Y 
= | and D7 it is remarkable that the successive copyings of the 


| a text did not introduce a greater number of variations. That D7 


and Y exemplify a common text is certain; and an investigation 
of the points of division between ee still permits the con- 
clusion that Y is a direct ancestor.of D7. 

The testimony of MS Y was quoted in part by Tischendorf 
in his apparatus criticus (1869), and added in full in Legg's 
new edition of the Westcott and Hort text of Mt (1940) and of 
Mk(1935) with critical apparatus. Von Soden studied a colla- 


tion of this manuscript sent to him by W.C. Braithwaite and re- 


ported his evaluation of it in a note added to his diseussion on 


the K® text.*6 He found the text of Mt a fairly good repre- 
sentative of the K® type, with approximately one-third of the 
text of Mk witnessing K® readings amid a mixture of KX and Kt 
readings, and Lk and Jn exhibiting occasional K®@ readings amid 
a dominance of K readings.27 Braithwaite had earlier pointed 
out that the uncial showed an important strain of text in com- 


mon with the group KMITI, although he was aware that there were 


frequent divergences from these group readings. °8 In a. study of 


2% 


—-867on Soden, Schriften, I,ii,1161f. 


27T00, cit. 


“Spraithwaite, "A New Uncial of the Gospels,” The Expository 
Times, pp. 116-". 
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if 
f Fam II (the K® Group), Mrs. Lake discovered that MS Y excelled 
_|MS M as a witness to the KII group. Von Soden, Braithwaite, and 
| Mrs. Lake were in common agreement that there was a definite 
| strain of KII readings within the text of this manuscript, al- 
‘ though in many instances it departed from the readings of this 
| group to join with the Koiné text of the medieval ages. 


Summary 
:. The study of the manuscript relations of D7 throughout the 
. complete text has therefore shown that the principal textual 
¥ ally is the ninth-century uncial, Codex Macedoniensis (Y). No 
4 major relationship was established throughout the gospel of Mt, 
i put there are fragmentary relationships with MSS 703, 666, 473, 
’ | and Y. In the text of Mk, MSS 489, 2324, and to a lesser extent 
2400, exhibit a definite affinity with D7, but the principal 
support is given by MS Y. MS Y leads all other textual allies 
of D7 in the text of Lk; minor attestations are displayed by 
|MSS 2324, 473, 482, and 2321. 
The strongest affinity of Codex Macedoniensis with D7 is 
thus seen to be in the text of Lk; the weakest, in the text of 
_|Mt. An investigation of the disparities between D7 and Y in Mk 
and Lk indicated that these manuscripts certainly exemplify a 
common text, and that MS Y may be a direct ancestor of D7. 
Of all these manuscripts, it is instructive to note that 


five (MSS Y, 473, 482, 2400, and 489) are all known to exemplify 


the K® text-type, suggesting that the text of D7 may also be re- 
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| lated to that form of the medieval text. However, representatives 
| both the x1 (ms 666) and KX (MS 478) have also been numbered 

| ighne the minor allies. Moreover, von Soden evaluated Y as a 
Bsoxt which had been weakened by a conformity to the K* ana Kl 
text-types. If von Soden'’s analysis is correct, we may expect 
p07 to exhibit a similar mixture of text-types. Our first task 

| will be to examine D7 in relation to the K* text, the dominant 

; type of the Byzantine or Syrian text throughout the early part 

MP) of the Middle Ages. 
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Chapter II 
D7 AND THE K* TEXT-TYPE 


Ta tas ease of a manuscript of the Four Gospels dating 


a) 


| on from the thirteenth century, the presumption is that it will 


| exnivit the late form of the text variously termed Syrian (West- 
| cote and Hort), Antiochian (Burkitt), Byzantine (Griesbach and 


Od o 
” ry 
x > 
v +) 4 a 


aq Sivteter), Koiné (von Soden) or Ecclesiastical (Lake), for after 


a the ninth century this eclectic text, originating in a revision 


S or near Antioch about the year 300, came to be the standard 


| 0 which manuscripts of "mixed" texts were corrected. 


‘This Syrian text was an “attempt at establishing uniformity 
| among the principal ancient texts; for, as Westcott and Hort 


conclusively demonstrated, it follows sometimes one, sometimes 


af another of the earlier texts. To illustrate the compromise and 


a eonflation that characterized this text, Westcott and Hort pre- 
aq sented eight Syrian conflate readings, Mk 6:33, 8:26, 9:58, 9:49, 
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| Ik 9:10, 11:54, 12:18, 24:53,1 to which W.C. Braithwaite added 


| another, Mt 27:41.* With all nine of these conflate readings 


| .D? agrees, confirming its anticipated relation to the later form 


———S Se 


| of the New Testament text. 
But research subsequent to the work of Westcott and Hort in 
| the last century has made it plainly evident that the medieval 


text was not a pure reproduction of a single text-type, but that 


eer a ee a Ie 
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within the general recension there may be found numerous text- 


types, many of which can be identified as characteristic of dis-| 
/ 


di tinct groups among these later manuscripts. Dismissing such 

| minor variations as nu-moveables, slight orthographic changes, 
| itacisms, and elisions, the "Syrian" text of D7, for instance, 
: departs from the "Syrian" text of the Textus Receptus some 827 


- times. 


K* According to Von Soden 


More than any other textual critic, Hermann von Soden has 
led in the most complete investigation of the permutations of 
| the New Testament text in the medieval period. By the use of 
: his analysis and classification of the various forms of the 


Koine text, we may compare the text of D7? with his distinguishing 


| a, "A New Uncial of the Gospels,” The Expository 
Times, XIII, 115. 
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lists of variants in order to determine more specifically the 


_ type or types of medieval text which it preserves. 


Von Soden subdivided the Koine or Byzantine recension into 


five categories: Kl, which he considered the oldest form of K; 


K*, the dominant form of the text in the Middle Ages from the 
tenth and eleventh centuries on; KT, a revision of the text for 
liturgical use originating in the eleventh ieatakirck century 
and dominating the fifteenth; Ki, a J (Ferrar) text corrected to 
a Kl standard; and K@X,5 a mixture of the K* ana JX text-types.4 


Of these, the groups K* and KT have been especially examined by 


Lake® and Voss& respectively and confirmed as distinct texts. 


Scitea as KiK in the text but corrected by von Soden in his 
Table of Contents (Schriften, I,iii,2187) to Kak, 


4tn his discussion of the Koiné recension von Soden included 
still another subdivision, the K® text-type. It reappears again, 
however, in his development of the Jerusalem recension, where it 
is =, lspei as basically an I type text which has been corrected 
by K+. In von Soden's later thought, the K®? text-type seems to 
have been associated fundamentally with the Jerusalem rather 
than with the Koiné recension. It is in this latter form that it 
is quoted in the apparatus criticus to his critical text. Cf. 
Schriften, 1I,11,850-877; 1160-1170; and II, xv. 


| “Lake would join Kl with K* and refer to both as the Byzan- 
tine (or, as he prefers, the Ecclesiastical) text, the most popu- 
lar form of the text which is found in manuscripts of the tenth 
to the fourteenth century. (Cf. Lake, "The Ecclesiastical Text," 
Harvard Theological Review, XXI, 341,.342). 


Spavid 0. Voss, Study of the Isaac, Hyacinthus, and Exo- 
teicho Gospels (Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of 
Chicago, 1932). Unfortunately this dissertation was not avail- 
able for loan at the time of this writing, but Voss' results are 
summarized in his article "Is von Soden's KT a Distinct Type of 
Text?" Journal of Biblical Literature, LVII (1938), pp. 311-318. 
See also his "Kr Variants in Mark," which appears as Appendix D 
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The initial task in the investigation of the text of D7 in 


| its relation to these various text~types was to define its posi- 
_ tion with respect to the dominant form of the Koine text, the 


_K* type.” Von Soden had found MS Y to manifest a K® strain pri- 


marily in Mt and Mk, but this was strongly interfused with K~* 


and Kl readings.8 With the textual relationship of D7 and Y 


7A 1though the Textus Receptus is usually considered repre- 
sentative of the most popular form of the medieval text, it must 
be remembered that Stephanus itself is not, according to von 
Soden's classifications of the medieval text, a pure representa- 
tive of the Ecclesiastical or K* text. K* readings, of course, 
predominate but there are numerous instances where the text in- 
herited through Erasmus reverts to an earlier K reading in op- 


Z| position to the mass testimony of the late manuscripts. Again, 


occasional readings are introduced which are supported by only 

a limited number of manuscripts of the I recension. This is but 
a restatement of the well known contention that the Stephanus 
edition, known popularly but inaccurately as the Textus Receptus, 
is not a pure reproduction nor a faithful representative of the 
text which is found in the great mass of the late manuscripts 
and which is the proper Koine of the Middle Ages. The realiza- 


tion of this fact has led some scholars, notably K. Lake, to 
press the necessity of a more representative basis for collations, 


More recently G. Zuntz has advocated a reconstruction of, the 
pure Byzantine text, which the general identity of hundreds of 
Byzantine manuscripts approximates, as the norm with which to 
collate texts. Cf. "The Byzantine Text. in New Testament Criti- 
eism," Journal of Theological Studies, XLIII (1942). But the 
stupendous task entailed in the readjustment of collations al- 
ready made to a new base, creates an almost insurmountable ob- 
stacle, however, and the general conclusion is that the advan- 
tages would not be worth the effort. 


Svyon Soden's evaluation of the text of Y is as follows: 
"Wenigstens in Mt. Denn in Mk sind hdéchstens ein Drittel, in Lk 
Jo nur vereinzelte der K@=-Lesarten aus der K-Uberschwemmung 
gerettet worden. Auch in Mt sind die Abweichungen von K®@ meist 
K-Einflisse.... Andere K-Lesarten, und zwar bald aus Kl, bald 
aus KX, sind in Mt noch nicht allzu zahlreich eingedrungen.... 
In Mk-Jo ist Kl wesentlich staérker vertreten als K*. Schriften, 


I,11,1161. 
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| | established, the presumption is that the former will also exhibit 


| these textual types discernible in Y. 


Von Soden (Section 154) lists the K* variations which dis- 
tinguish the K* text-type from his earlier K+. ‘The first list, 
which consists solely of orthographical differences admitted by 
most textual critics to be an extremely variable factor, was 
dismissed from consideration as of doubtful value, and the col- 
lation of D7 was compared with the second list which includes 
more important variations in the textual matter.” Of von Soden’s 
total number of 131 variants for the four gospels, 20 had to be 


eliminated from consideration because of the hiatus in D7 be- 


‘tween Jn 4:49 and 7:44 and the loss of all the folios following 


Jn 8:19. As a result D7 was found to agree with 75 and to dis- 
agree with 36 of these readings, yielding a K* element of 68%. 
In checking the texts of three University of Chicago manu- 
scripts collated by 0.F. Linn it was observed that MS 2406, col- 
lated under the title "The Larissa Gospels", had been tested by 
Linn and found to be a mixed text, basically allied to the kK* 
type and incorporating elements of the earlier K® in addition to 


some traces of minor Ki, I, and Caesarean influences.1° our 


| | preliminary tests of the D7 text suggested that this might also 


°Tpid., I,i1,796-98. 


Motto F. Linn, The Tetragram, Thomas, and Larissa Gospels 
(Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Chicago, 1955). 
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| be the textual situation of D7; hence MS 2406 was utilized as a 
| eontrol by which to evaluate the results of the comparison of 

| D7 with von Soden's lists. Of von Soden's variants for the 
four gospels (Section 154), Linn concluded that MS 2406 read a 
| percentage of 81.11 the K* content of MS 2406 apparently is 

| | considerably higher than that of D7 (68%); although the possi- 
bility of an increase in the D7 percentage, were the text of ra 
| complete, must be considered. 

> Von Soden (Section 147) further drew up a summary of some 
195 places where the testimony of K* manuscripts was divided, 
| and through the collation of a large number of K* manuscripts he 
; established the reading of the majority of the manuscripts as the) 
| predominant K¥ reading.12 When the text of D? in Mt, Mk, and Lk 


= | was compared with these readings, the following results were 


| obtained: 

| 

a | Ss Agreements with the Disagreements with 4% 

ee majority reading the majority reading Kx 
| <9? 4n Mt... 13 12 52 
! a -D7 in Mk. eese 15 16 48 
! 4 ate BY ae." , os Kos) 17 67 
TOGGLE. 6 case 63 45 58 


“+1ipid.,p. 154. 
leschriften, I,11,776-78. 
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dn is omitted because only 5 readings in von Soden'ts list 
fell within the material extant in D7. Of these, however, 4 read 
| with the K* majority and 1 opposed, suggesting the possibility 
of a strong K* base in this gospel, if this is a representative 
"section. 

| In these disputed readings, MS D7? agrees with more than 
half of the readings which appear in the majority of K* manu- 
seripts. In his study of MS 2406 Linn found that the text nereed 
with 72% of the variants listed for the majority of K* manu- 
s¢eripts in all four gospels. This at first appears to be at dis- 
tinct variance with the 58% average of D7, but accepting the re- 
Servation that the gospel of Jn in D7 may have had a strong K* 


ft 


j 
| 
| 
‘ 


content, it is not unlikely that the figure for D7 would be in- 

creased. | 

. © ‘It was instructive to compare also the collation of Y with 

the variants presented in Section 147. When the 25 Matthaean 

- Variants of von Soden were reduced to 22 to account for an hia- 

| tus in the text of Y between Mt 1:1 and 9:11, Y read 12 times 

| with the dominant reading while in 10 instances it disagreed, 
yielding a K* percentage of 55. In the Marcan list the percent- 

age was 42; and in the Lucan, 69. When these figures are align- 

ed with the corresponding results for D7 they reveal the affin- 

ity between the texts of D7 and Y with respect to their K* con- 

tent. 


- Von Soden (Section 148) discusses variations within the 
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| representative codices of the k= type. He contends that the 
| type has been preserved in a relatively pure form in spite of 
4 its wide diffusion and "seines langen Lebens", comparing favor- 
: 7 ably with K- as to distinctiveness.13 Nonetheless certein vari- 
is ables are to be found. Accordingly some 60 manuscripts of the 
. _ K* text-type were examined by von Soden through a "Stichprobe" 
7 of Mk 10 and 11. Out of a list of 60 variants which were found 
"yerhéltnisméssig héufig", D7 reads 11. A second list includes 
| those seldom found; and of the 20, MS D7 agrees with only 3. 
Of the 20 which occur still less seldom, D7 agrees with 3. By 
way of comparison it may be noted that MS 2406 rejects 151 or 
90% of all the variants which are listed in this section. _* 
MS D7 rejects about 83% of these capricious variables found with- 
in typical K* manuscripts. In this instance MSS D7 and 2406 


are virtually in common agreement. 


Kx According to Lake 

In his excursus on the Ecclesiastical text, Kirsopp Lake 
has furnished us with additional material for checking the K* 
text-type. Dissatisfied with von Soden's dogmatism and obscur- 


l3schriften, I,11,778. 


14y3nn, op. cit., p. 154. Apparently Linn also included 
the singular readings which appear in the final paragraph of von 
Soden's section. Since, however, any K* manuscript would natur- 
ally reject the vast proportion of these variants which von 
Soden had only noticed once, it is misleading to include them 
as variants rejected by the manuscript in question. 
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_entism, he made independent colletions of the ninth chapter of 
Mk in over 100 medieval manuscripts. He concluded therefrom 
| thet the Ecclesiastical text, or dominant form of the text be- 


tween the tenth and the fourteenth centuries, is distinguishable 


- trom the Textus Receptus principally by four variants in this 
chapter; while 11 additional readings provide subsidiary cri- 
teria. Seven of these variants were likewise found in the K® 
text-type which Lake believed to be the earliest form of the 
Byzantine text, but they were by no means uncommon to the Eccle- 
Siastical text (K*). 
Table IV presents the departures of the text of D7 from the 


| text of Stephanus in Mk 11. In the left hand column there ap- 


pears the attestation of MS Y, the textual companion of D7. On 
the right is listed the testimony of Kl as it is represented in 
its chief uncial witnesses, MSS SW2.15 In the next column are 
the K* readings as obtained from Lake's discussion of this type, 


the asterisk denoting the variants which he considered primary. 2® 


| For the purposes of comparison, the K® readings in the last col- 


‘ umn are also drawn from his accompanying list and added to the 


Table.+? 


15yon Soden, Schriften, I,ii,720. 


l6r ake, "The Ecclesiastical Text," Harvard Theological 
Review, XXI, pp. 340, 3541. 


AlTpid., pp. 343, 344. 
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TABLE IV 
THE D7 TEXT OF MK 11 


Y D7 Variants from Stephanus Kl xx x28 
eS he OVW: genie els 5 Se ares pao e iw eo +* 
a St+ounw LOVEE LCs. Saw 5 we ees + + 
+ BMW TCAMG Weed 6 ain ck bo wre ss hes +* + 
+ Et e8 OV aie 6s:2's EER aie eine wb wee +, + + 
+ 13 oven ]tutay.. bei, «i Mut - bews + 
15 +tTove Layopalovtac.s........ + 
1B GEOR CCMOLY . bik ceca ys Sad -ae 5 +. +* + 
+ 90 pte}: Of ates i.66h - FO7%K 2x. tas + 
PA CLA OUT Otsu olan ~ pare . bhas - ce. + 
SSiacy OCTt Cassese si wt os b> sade 
24 ihe Bs oe ae i ee 
26 vuwy (2) J+rheyw ke oe ess. , 
Sats ZO ~RKOVW VUACe ose eeees Ac PO ee AAS. + 
31 6StehkoytCovtTo....... ee ee eee e 1 5F 
26t Sa eeeer bt, .<thewats - Sam . vee gi: Sey A gt 


D7 reads all four of the principal K* variants listed by 
tare and 4 of the 11 secondary Messe ge or 53% of the total. 


eas observed, certain K® variants are preserved in both the 


; primary and coRaenaacetee K* readings, hence there is some overlap- 


4 ping of these text-types. But a study of this Table of the D7 


fb text’ of Mk 11 shows that 2 of D7's readings are distinctively 


| a k* (vss. yak), and that 4 are aistindively K@8 (vss. 13, 15, 


19, 29). MS Y = this section reads 5 of the 4 primary K* vari- 


| ants and 5 of the secondary, or a totel of 53%, although the re- 


lationship with D7 is not so strong in this chapter as elsewhere. 


No significant relationship to the K! text-type appears herein. 


} 
oe 

ey es ty’ 
{ we 


B ‘ . Dd RO 

Bey Wan ore ye & 
| = 5 i oe reer eee ete ey 
+ Sakae cg ae oe Me Luee ean 6 ‘2 

pn ah Pees ee 
: eh ee ee Pe eee gt 
A bo 1 Khas Ms a 
: + Léa pent ips Oe phate eg eo 33 28 
PoP es 39434 PO eee a, 

ley id pa ee & 
We a ee 
+ Lees nes soe 4 eee tceiiRe lamer Sem 
BL ie ee er Oe ee a 


' ; 
/ + Fh fe + Pea Ries ue gy CNA ENT DP ae 
; o% ii 


faded aad 1: SSR. xe ae ee eat 
ait dved af bevredesa ete ataalter ea griedteo. . Seve 


-celteve eson, at oredt -segenl p,egath oot XU yrebmpoes. 


-itay *H vwiscley bs oft to zg aboot mo ltoee | ats ak i 


1 8% otf Boone tis Me te pee Lagos a ot * * 


. 
iA 
& 
ee. 2g 
os 


wate ee tetqede sgh ist axons. oF 


,ghered araeqgs savt- ian iy edt ot 


87 


eS ‘There are 3 readings (vss 23, 24, 26) which do not receive 
| the support of any of these text-types. If we classify the va- 
q riationsin Lake's 100 manuscripts from Sinai, Patmos, and Jeru- 


1 @ 


"many", we may note the attestation for 3 remaining variants: 


- 
he. 
rs 


| 


23. oc] ootic “one” (MS 2293). But Legg also 
cites 255. Von Soden has no mention of 
such a reading in his apparatus criticus, 
but in his treatment of certain variations 
within the K* type he says that it was 
found in one K* oe although he does 


salem, which he collated in Mk 11, under "one", "some", or 
not specify its number.1l 


24, aiTnose "many". 


26. vuwy(2)J+vAcyw KTA. “some. Von Soden includes 
this reading as a unique variant of Kak, a 
diffused form of K which he ag tagitn * cites 
as influenced by JK and again by AK 
It appears evident from this analysis that in this section 
the text of D7 includes a mixture of the K* and K® text-types 
according to Lake's identification of those types, with K® pre- | 


dominating. a 


D7 and Some Typical K* Manuscripts 
In order to ascertain the measure of textual affinity be- 


tween D7 and the codices representative of the K* type, Mt 12 


18schritten, I,ii,779. 


19the J text is an extension of the Ferrar group; AK syn- 
bolizes gospel manuscripts with texts related to the commenta- 


ries. 
or 
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end Ik 17-18 were chosen arbitrarily as typical of the D7 text, 
and the significant variations from Stephanus®° compared for at- 
testation by representatives of the K* text-type. Out of von 
Soden's list of manuscripts which he considered to be principal 
witnesses to the K* type, *1 we selected those five manuscripts 
(475, 478, 59, 506, and 47722) whose texts were available 
through Scrivener's collations. In addition, the testimony of 
the Chicago MS 2406 of the K* type was also included.22 

In order that the comparative relationship of the D7 text 
to the additional types comprehended under von Soden’s general 
K recension might be illustrated, we have also added the paral- 


lel testimony of the three chief witnesses to the Kl type, MSS 


204 .e, omitting all inconsequential itacisms, orthographi- 
cal variations, and elisions. In the case of place and personal 
names, however, any variation is considered significant. 


21lte principal manuscripts utilized by von Soden for the 
establishment of the K* text were: MSS 047, 478, 506, 475, 657, 
89, 247, 59, 477, and 258. Cf. Schriften, 1I,ii,775. 


22the collations of MSS 475 and 478 appear in Serivener, 
Collation of Twenty Greek Manuscripts, under the symbols "f" 
and "k" respectively. The collations of MSS 59 and 506 are in 
his Adversaria Critica Sacra, cited as "c" and "“e" respectively; 
and the collation of MSS 477 is ee in his Codex Augiensis, 
under the symbol "i", 


25Tinn, The Tetragram, Thomas, and Larissa Gospels. 
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SVQ; the support of MSS 489, 2411, and 240424 of the K® text- 


type; and three representatives of the K™ type, MSS 479, 201, 


and 480°° (See Table V, p. 90). 
A study of the text of Mt 12 in D7 discloses that of the 


| four text-types, K* is most frequently found supporting the D7 


variants. Four D7 variants (vss. 3, 35b, 40, and 44) are read 


by these K* manuscripts against the readings of K@ and K1, al- 


’ though the last variant is also found in the K™ MS 201. One of 


the variants (vs.352b) is found in the K® manuscripts, although 


K* MS 59 includes it. The variant in vs, 37 is found only in the 
Ki MsaQ. 


the symbol "w". 

- MS 2411 was collated by Linn, op. cit., under the title, 
"The Tetragram Gospels," and identified by him as a K® text "of 
unusual merit," possessing more than 90% of the variants listed 
by von Soden, Bousset, and Lake as distinctive of the KMII, or 
K@ Group. 

MS 2404 was collated by Alfred Ernst Haefner, The Scott 
Brown New Testament (Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Univer- 
Sity of Chicago, 1935), identified by him as a K® text, and 
ranked, together with MSS 489 and 2411, as primary witnesses to 


24s 489 was collated by Serivener, Codex Augiensis, under 
the K® text, standing next to the uncial MS TI. Mrs. Lake's 


~ publication of the Family II ( K®) text for the gospel of Mark 


unfortunately was completed before the testimony of these two 


Chicago manuscripts could be utilized by her. An examination of 


their statistics for chapter 11 of Mk (p. 36) confirms Haefner's 
judgment: "As witnesses to the K®&® text they thus seem to rank 
higher than the uncial K, as von Soden had perceived in the case 
of 489, and they must be used for any further work on the family 
text in Matthew, Iuke, and John." (p. 38). 


25uss 479, 201, and 480 were collated by Scrivener, Colle- 
tion of Twenty Greek Manuscripts, under the symbols "1", "m", 
™n" respectively. 
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_- © The following variants of D7, to which the attestation has 


i) 


| been added, were not found in any of these K types: 
bb 


7 +13. GMokateotaén]+n xerp avTov 118.209.99.240.244. 
tox 983,1012.1289,1293,1424.1689.0184. 


om 42. ek] ano fam 13.230.700.826.983.1279.1293 Or 


/ =e43. teat [Srepyetat 


' >) 46. untynpl+avtov 106.157.229.253.713.1279.1689.2145. 
184 01d Latin vg cop Or Chr 


Two ofthese (vss. 13, 42), according to von Soden, are of the 


I recension and have the support of MSS 983 and 1689, both of 


which are related to the Ferrar Group,26 and a third (vs. 46) is 


read by MS 1689 alone, suggesting the possibility of a Fam 13 


strain in the non-Byzantine element of D7. The other reading 


(vs. 43) is singular to D7. 


This test section in Mt 12 is thus seen to vary within the 


K*, Ki, KT, and Ka limits, assuming that these are real. Just 


as the KX type includes variants also found in K} ana Kr 27 so 


26cr. Schriften, I,ii,1066 where 218 (Greg. 826), 219 (Greg. 
828), 257 (Gree. 543), 1033 (Greg. 788), 1054 lewne, 1689), and 
3017 (Greg. 983) are said to represent the same type as Family 
13. F.C. Kenyon (Recent Developments in the Textual Criticism 
of the Greek Bible TLondon, 1933]) includes, on Lake's authority 
WSS 826, 828, 543, and 788 as additional representatives of the 
Family 15 text, but he omits any mention of MSS 1689 and 983, 

the two manuscripts which von Soden collated pccdaemay => (“amc to 
represent the first subdivision of the Ferrar Group(I+1®). 


2?myit KX bezeichne ich...den in diesem Werk nicht weiter 
auf etwa vorhandene Spielarten gepriften K-Text, der sich ebenso 
von Kl wie von KT, nicht zu reden von den eben besprochenen Neben 
trieben Ki und Kik, scharf abhebt und in der Hauptsache eine ein- 
heitliche Grésse bildet." Schriften, I,i1,734. 
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. : the text of D7 contains readings which appear in manuscripts of 
| these two text-types, but the primary alliance of D7 seems to 
7 be with K*. Taken in conjunction with our examination of the 


| text of Mt in D7 in the light of the departures from the text 

| of K! which von Soden believes to be distinctive to the K* type, 

| it may be concluded that amid a variety of K readings in Mt, the 

! } text of D7 manifests a dominant relationship to the K* type and 

| a minor but strong relationship to the K®. 

ep’: . The examination of the correlation of the D7 text with 

manuscripts representative of the KX, Kl, K®, and KT text-types 

was extended also to the text of Lk. Here Lk 17 and 18 were 
arbitrarily chosen as typical of the gospel text in D7, and the 
support of the same group of manuscripts used in Table V was 
seborded. 

EE ‘Table VI (p. 93) shows that there are three variants in 
these two chapters which are read only by the K® manuscripts 
(17:8; 18:15; 18:24), a relatively strong representation of 
unique K@ variants for a text whose average KX element has been 
demonstrated to be higher in Lk than elsewhere. Moreover, two 

a additional variants (18:4 and 18:36) may conceivably be ranked 

S| with the distinctive K® readings since each is represented’ in 

a |. only a single manuscript outside of the K@ group. There is only 

{ one variant (17:23) which is unique to the K* manuscripts, but 

17:1 is found only in pam manuscript outside of those ex- 


hibiting the K* text-type. 
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>. The following variants of D7, shown with their attestation, 
do not receive any support from the groups of manuscripts in- 


eluded in Table VI. 


st 17:3 —Se NBDLX 33.1241 it vg cop go syr arm aeth 
a PBs 

| ia ae2i —kar NBL 15,69,124,.127* .1321546.545.1241. 
im. bY 2524 a boc q cop Or Bas 

ae 
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According to von Soden the first two are mixed readings 


found in manuscripts of the Egyptian (H) recension and in four 


+) 


or five of the subgropps of the Jerusalem (I) recension. The 


Dep chek iE aol ae ie a ee 


2 last reading is singular to the text of D7. 


A Similar conclusion as to the mixture of K* and K® in ‘D7 


| was Beashed after an examination of the text of Lk 13 and 14. 
\ This study revealed that there were 5 distinctively K® readings 


| out of a total list of 21 variants of D7 from Stephanus and 3 


14:16 ueyav BODY *69.472.483.484.669.700.703. 
1289 .2184.0150*. £185 


17 Tovc S0vA0vc P 472 
35 €avTw Y 700 
35 —e€&w BadAovoiv avto 236 


Of this remainder, 14:16 is a mixed reading (HI), according 
| to von Soden; 14:17 and 14:33 are pure I readings; and the last 
In this section MS Y reads all of the dis- 


| is not mentioned. 


| others which were read only by K* Kl manuscripts. There remained: 
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tinctively K® readings with D7, and, moreover, agrees with the 


‘three variants which are read only by manuscripts of the K* and 


| x variety. As a further indication of the affinity of the text 
! of Y with the text of D7, it may be noted that Y follows the 


| Treading of D7 in two instances where there is no support listed 


| by any of the K@, K*, and K1 manuscripts we have been considering, 
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the relationship of the text of D7 in representative sections 
with the texts of typical Kx, Ke, Kl, and KT manuscripts, that 
the text of D7 divides its allegiance principally between the 
K*® and K® text-types. Aside from the many readings which are 
held in common by both of these text-types, the text of D7 fol- 


lows the reading of the K* manuscripts one time, and the reading 


Mem SE me: 


of the K® manuscripts another. 
The only criterion available for the determination of the 


| 


|} relative proportion of the K* text which D7 includes is fur- 
ig 
| nished to us by von Soden. Of the variants which he affirms are 


| distinctive to the K* text-type, D7 incorporates a general aver- 
| age of 68% in the text of Mt, Mk, and Lk. Investigations of 

| each individual gospel in D7 indicated that the proportion of K* 
| readings was somewhat higher in Lk than in Mt and Mk, In this 
‘| respect D7 is a companion of Y, for a comparison of the text of 


| Y with these same lists indicated a K*® proportion strikingly 
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D7 can not be termed a strong witness to 


the Kx text-type, however. MS 2406 is said to exhibit a mixed 


including the K* as a major and the K® as a minor type 
5 aS in the case of D7, but the allegiance of MS 2406 to the 
text-type is much stronger than in D7, 
Moreover, this study of the relationship of the D7 text 
with: the text which became the standard Byzantine or Koiné text 
fter the tenth century has reaffirmed the suggestion furnished 
a the study of the manuscript relationships of D7, namely, that 
"the D7 text has also preserved readings of the K@ text-type. A 
| stuay of Mk 11 in D7 gave evidence of a stronger alliance with 
a than with K*. To a determination of the degree to which D7- 
ac 


eee tes this text-type we now turn. 
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Chapter III 
D7 AND THE K® TEXT-TYPE 


In the investigation of the general textual relationships 
of D7 it was observed that MSS Y, 473, 482, 2400, and 489, with 
each of which D7 is allied in varying degrees of strength, were 


recognized witnesses to the K® text-type. The study of the re- 


lationship of D7 with the K* text-type revealed, moreover, that 


the D7 text divided its testimony between the K* and the K@ text= 


types. Although there is a general representation of 68% of 


readings distinctive to the K* type, it was apparent also that 


| the D7? text embodied a sizeable proportion of the readings dis- 


| tinctive of a closely-knit group of manuscripts headed by the 


be uneial MS II. Since this K® Group or Fam II represents one of 


| the oldest, if not the oldest, form of the Koiné or Byzantine 


text, the exemplification of its readings in D7 distinguishes 


this manuscript from the many medieval manuscripts exhibiting 


the common late text and relates it to a smaller and well-defined | 
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| group of manuscripts which represent the early form of the Koine. 


+ a ap apoerdine to Bousset's KII(M) Readings 


Bs The discovery of the relationship existing between the un- 
: eial MSS K and II, and to a lesser extent M, is usually credited 
to Wilhelm Bousset, although in the monograph in which he an- 


nounced his findings he bckushiaawed the prior recognition of 
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the group by Hug.t Bousset, however, greatly extended the work 
of his predecessor and included the testimony of many minuscules, 
chief among which was MS 489, Scrivener’s "w", a manuscript which : 
Bousset recognized as often leading the group.* To illustrate 
the distinctiveness of the group throughout the gospels, he drew 
up lists of variants which exhibited the agreement and disagree- 


| ment of the KII(M) Group with the Egyptian or Neutral Text, to- 


gether with a summary of the unique readings of the Group. He 


identified 145 readings as characteristic of this Group, 125 of 
which fall within the limits of the extant D7 text. The table 
given below registers the agreements and disagreements between 


- the variants of D7 and those of the KII(M) Group. 


lwiihelm Bousset, "Die Gruppe KII(M) in den Evangelien," 
| in his Textkritische Studien zum Neuen Testament (Leipzig, 1894), 
mm) Pp. itt. 


2nDieselbe geht fast ohne Ausnahmen an allen Stellen mit 
jenem Hndschrn. und kann mit ihnen als Fuhrer der Gruppe angese- 
hen werden.” Ibid., p. 117. 
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D7 and Bousset's KII(M) Group 


% 
Agreements with th 


ani Total 
pay D7 Agreements Disagreements variants 
. . Sa 
| Matthew.. EL 30 41 
ix Mark. e@eee 4 16 20 
; Luke eeere 10 48 58 
a (John)... (0) (3) (3) 
oe: 28 94 122 
q It can be seen from this table that the readings Bousset 
| thought distinctive to the KII(M) Group have a stronger repre- 


sentation in the text of Mt and Mk in D7 than in Lk. In Mt and 
Mk the D7 text incorporates almost a third of the total number 
of variants which would characterize a pure text of the KII(M) 
a Group. In the table the three Johannine readings of the Group 

| falling within the extant Johannine text of D7 have also been 

i included but parenthesized to indicate that the paucity of ma- 

© terial extant is insufficient to justify any reliable judgment. 
| We have already seen, however, that the D7 text of Jn gives evi- 
| Dieaecst ecréckent with:the:k* text-type after the manner of Lk; 
iD Rance it may be conjectured that the KII(M) readings in the 
| noah of Jn would not have exceeded the proportion found in Lk. 
xe According to Von Soden 
Von Soden reinvestigated the Bousset Group, eliminated MS 


Campianus (M) and added Codex Alexandrinus (A), designating the 
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| stood this K® text-type to be a text of the Jerusalem or I re- 
cension which had been corrected toward Kl. The creator of the 
text always adopted the Kl reading or preserved the I reading 
which was supported by & parallel reading. In the case of or- 
thographical or phonetic variations or grammatical forms, how- 
ever, the redactor usually followed the K1 reading.4 Elsewhere® 
yon Soden tells us that in cases of doubt or indecision between 
the I and the kl reading, the creator of the K® text appealed 


to the reading of the Egyptian or H recension. ® 


Syon Soden, Schriften, I,ii,850-893; 1160-1170. 
4tpid., I,ii,1164. 
Stpid., I,11,1170. 


OK. Lake believes that von Soden's K® type is the oldest 
form of the Ecclesiastical or Byzantine text. Cf. "The Ecclesi- 
astical Text," Harvard Theological Review, XXIT, 545. His con- 
jecture that the K® text may be the hypothetical Lucianic recen- 
sion is restated by Mrs. Lake in her study of Family IT (cf. S. 
Lake, Family Tl, p. 67). B.H. Streeter had observed earlier 
that MS A (which von Soden considered the oldest witness to his 
K® type) exhibited a text which was approximately that of Lucian 
(cf. The Four Gospels, A Study of Origins [London, 1936], p. 119). 
Blsewhere (pp. 578-9), in a note on the KIT Group, Streeter 
nominated the K@ text as the text of the Lucianic recension. But 
since this hypothesis had been based upon the membership of MS A 
in the KIT Group, he considered it no longer tenable after Mrs. 
Lake had demonstrated the non-existence of the K®@® Group as von 
Soden had defined it. Cf. Streeter, "The Early Ancestry of the 
Textus Receptus of the Gospels," Journal of Theological Studies, 
| KXXVIII (1957), 225-229. 

As an alternative Streeter proposed that the Lucianic text 
could be approximated from a study of three ancient manuscript 
authorities, MSS W (in Mt and Lk 8:13 on), A, and the sister 
eodices N and 2 which Cronin has shown to be copies of the same 
exemplar; each one of which, while independent of the other, 
nevertheless contains a text which is predominantly "Tucianic”. 


| new group K@ together with its minuscule witnesses.”° He under- 
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| Von Soden (Section 236) discusses the K® text as a mixture 
of the I recension and the K! text-type, and illustrates the 

| manner in which K® combines its component parts by a series of 
| variant readings. We have Selected the principal lists given in 


F ents section, omitting only the orthographical considerations 

| and the use of the article, and have compared with them the 

‘| testimony of D7. The left-hand column presents the figures for 
-| Ka7; the right hand column, those for D7. 


i D7 


K® transpositions fol- : : 
lowing I 3 9 26 0. 2 1 


Omissions and additions 

in K® following I, a- . | 

part from the influence z 5 16 4 2 4 
of parallel passages 


K1 additions rejected | 
. by K@ eG 13 o1 0 3 5 


I readings in K® omit- 
) tea by Kl 11 6 34 4. 1 8 


Onthe basis of a careful comparisondthese three authorities in 
their common Lucianic matter, there might be drawn up an approxi- 
mate fourth-century text revealing the character of the cianic 
‘| recension. A comparison of this text_with the texts of K and 
a Fam TI would then indicate whether K1 or Fam II more faithfully 
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_- It is noticeable, from these figures, that the text of D? 

| includes many additions which are read with the K1 text-type but 
| which are not found in K®. Again, D7 omits many of the I read- 
| ings Which are found in K@ but are absent from Kl. The disparity 
E between the text of D7? and K@® is greater in Lk than in either 

| Mtoor Mk, 


D7 registers 8% of the transpositions in which K® follows 


the I recension. Of the omissions and additions in which K& ~ 
follows the I recension, D7 agrees with 36%. In the matter of 


K1 additions which are not included by the creator of the K@ 


text-type, D7 agrees with 13%. Finally, of the I readings in 


preserves Iucian's recension. Until this should be done, Streeter 
was content to conjecture that the Fam ITI text is probably, as 
von Soden had said, a Kl text crossed with a set of Caesarean 
(I) readings. 


7I% must be remembered that von Soden's variants are not 
always departures from the Stephanus text, for Stephanus read- 
ings appear among them. Here is one of the most perplexing prob- 
lems one encounters in using von Soden's results; his collations 
are certainly based on a text other than Stephanus. Lake con- 
cluded that they were made with a modern critical text- "...and 
eertainly they are printed as an apparatus to his own critical 
text” ("The Ecclesiastical Text,” p. 340). In utilizing his 
summaries, therefore, it becomes necessary to ascertain the ex- 
tent to which Stephanus also reads with the variants listed to 
obtain the true correlation between the manuscript in question 
and the list. Thus, in the list of unique K® variants in Lk, the 
collation of D7 with Stephanus read with 11 of the 65. But when 
the K® variants which also appear in Stephanus were noted, the 
agreement was increased by four to a total of 15. Had von Soden 
designated in some way the readings which Stephanus also held, 
the labor involved in utilizing his results would have been 
lessened. 
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Ka which are not paralleled in the K/ text, 25% are read by D7. 
‘These figures bear evidence that the text of D7 includes approxi- 
"mately one-quarter of the readings read by a pure K® text. 
a Even more illuminating are the Tables in which the variants 
| unique to the K® type are given (Section 237). For the Matthaean 
list, the variants of MSS Y and 703, two of the principal allies 
of the D7 text of Mt, are also presented together with the 
testimony of D7. Of the 22 unique variants of K@ in this gospel 
_ listed by von Soden, MS Y reads 12 or 55%; D7 reads 9 or 41%; : 

and MS 703 reads 7 or 32%. An examination of the following 

Table (Table VII, p. 104) discloses that in its K® content, D’ 

is ees more closely allied with MS Y than with MS 705. 


With the list of unique K®* variants in the gospel of Mk 


| 482, 2524, and 489, the principal textual allies of D7 in Mk. 

| (See Table VIII, p. 105). Out of the 52 readings® which von 

| Soden gives, MS Y agreed with 26 or 50%; MS 2400, with 24 or 46%; 
| D7, with 19 or 36%; and MS 482, with 22 or 42%, The purity of 


| the text of MS 489 as a K® witness is shown by its agreement 


| with 92% of these distinctive readings. 
MS 2324, the Hoffman Manuscript, may be observed to pre- 


serve a fairly good K@ text in Mk, reading 60% of the K® variants 


8the following corrections to von Soden's list should be 
noted: 3:2, read Gcpanevoet instead of Oecparevoal; 5:10, read 
aQuTovc instead of avTov. 


(Section 237), we have compared the testimony of MSS D7, Y, 2400, | 


ee ews nha tn ancl a at a nt See alle leet geen et _ 


-ixovyga eebafiont %¢ Te et ete tedt oonebive 4B 


nthe iim inlet 


isegnttalt edd oT 2fVES, we teoe®) fevin ets egy? * 


hep stapes eva indies a il ie ir te asians ting 


S0L 


cd yd bast |e Nea . tree: Ax edt ot neletieted: 


sxed 8% oti’ a yorboet eyetheer ond Tome 
.toeivey edd dotdw at eelde® edt ete guitatinnith 


fm 


eotite Ieqltonizg edd to ow , SOT bas Y Sem To atm 

add ¢iw rvradtopot betaseete cata ous , 0M Bey 
sreos, aids ab 92 To ctneirey enpimy S& end 10 ~,! 

eis 9) OC sbeet TE 7268 to SL eheet Y au ,nqetee TON 

aniwetlet eit to not atinete, my {S86 se V4 1 

‘a (rethiog 8! act ak tee socolne ts {aot e@5F 

20° OM dtiw nad Y CM coiw Det hile ylevole 


wf to Leqecs att af edaeitey “4 exptaw to teil 


au ot SC to aeiiie Leutres Leqtoatxg ont 288 
sov dotdw Saamtoae $8 edt te dud (80L “eg re. v 


jozemeerwae agi yd owede eteeentiv ®Y « es ten a 
egetises evtdontsele: 
-wiq ot hevrerde ed Tam ytettoc vasM naert ter acid 


strehrey 8h edt to kOe sntbeet (a Bt PR PIS 


ed Afsode etl e'nobee mov og: xioheontane antwolie 
ibaet ,0L3€ {one smaose Ze Ragenat perio 70 Be 
o he 


104 


TABLE VII 
“MSS D7, Y, 703 AND VON SODEN'S LIST OF SPECIAL 
K® READINGS IN MT 
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TABLE VIII 
a ; 105 
ae MSS D7, Y, 2400, 482, 2524, 489 AND VON SODEN'S LIST 


OF SPECIAL K® READINGS IN MK 
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Total variants 52. 
wae 3 : 

"im von Soden's list. After this discovery was made in our 
"studies, we found that N. Huffman privately had pointed out 

| earlier the K® text of MS 2524 in his study of the text of Mk in 
the Duke New Testament (Greg. 1780). He included MS 2324 as a 
“member of Fam II, demonstrating its agreement with 86% of the 


family readings in Mk.2 Our investigation of the text of the 


5 
ie 


‘manuscript in Mt and Lk showed that the K@ content was susteined 


} also in these two gospels. In Mt it attested 18 of the 22 va- 


a 
ates 


a 


——_ ee ee 


_ though Mrs. Lake incorporated Huffman's identification of the 
K® nature of MS 1780 in her monograph on Fam ITI, no mention of 


| Ms 2324 appeared therein. Neither. do the subsequent researches 


| of Haefner and Linn indicate any recognition of this manuscript, 
| although Edmunds and Hatch have made its collation available 
| through their publication of it in 1918. 


s] 


} 9Norman Huffman, The Text of Mark in the Duke New Testament 
| (Unpublished thesis, Duke University, 1932), pp 28 and 45. Al- 
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Year The text of Mk in D7 exhibits fewer unique readings of K® 
y the text of Mt. Nonetheless, it preserves about a third of 
‘the totel number of special variants; in this regard it is closer 

to MS 482 which reads 42%. MS Y continues to read one half of 
| the 1 total list of distinctive K® variants, as in Mt. 

. e When & similar investigation was made of the text of Lk in 
| pv; meatier, the K@ element was found sharply decreased. Out of 
| von Soden's list of 65 variants (Section 237),10 D7 agreed with 
q only 15, a percentage of 23. But the departure from the K® type 
| wal in Tine with MS Y, for this manuscript also read only 15 of 
the 65 (23%), the majority of which were in concert with D7. 

In our study of the K* element of D7 in Lk, it was apparent, 
| however, that there was a textual alliance with the K® type, al- 
| though this was fractional.11 Since the Fam IT text has been 

published only in the gospel of Mk, we selected a sample chapter 
| within Lk, and reconstructed the Fam II text for that chapter in 
} order to compare the testimony of MSS Y and D7 with it. In the 


following Table (p. 108-9), the total testimony of six leading 


} Fam IT manuscripts in Lk 6 is presented, including MS 2524, a 


| 10The following corrections to von Soden'’s list should be 

noted: for 20:43 read 20:54; for 19:17 read 19:7; the variant 
| which is listed for 1:47 is not found either in his critical 
| text or in the apparatus criticus. 


l1supra, p. 92. 
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‘manuscript which we believe is deserving of membership in the 
‘family. Where three of these manuscripts agree in a variant, we 
“have deemed it a genuine family reading and indicated it under 

| the symbol "p", According to these conditions, there are 30 va~ 
| | rients from the Textus Receptus in this sixth chapter of Lk which 
| constitute readings characteristic of the family. For this sec- 
| tion Ms 489 surpasses II itself as the purest representative of 
| the temily type. That D7 and Y share 14 and 13 family readings 
| respectively establishes their strain of K® or Fam IT readings, 
ral at least in this section, and, we may think, in the gospel as a 
4 whole. 

The results of this investigation of the text of D7 in the 


light of von Soden's research upon the K® text-type are in sub- 


| 
: 
4 stantial agreement with those obtained by means of Bousset's 
| KTI(M) readings. The texts of Mt and Mk in D7 each exemplify 
)} approximately one-third of the readings distinctive to the K@ 
| text-type; in Lk the proportion declines, although even here the 


a D7 text preserves a fair amount of typically K® or Fam II read- 


ings. When we compare the testimony of D7's textual ally, MS 


Macedoniensis (Y), it may be observed that the affinity between 


the two manuscripts appears to reside in the K@ variants they 
"| nola in common, In both Mt and Mk the K@ element in MS Y is 

| higher than in D7; the latter seems to have undergone a more 
thorough accomodation to the standard Byzantine text. There is 


a sharp decline of K® readings in the text of Lk in MS Y, but 
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this departure from the K® text-type is in harmony with the 
tex of D7; since both manuscripts manifest a similar propor- | 
tion of K@® readings in Lk, less than a fourth of those von Soden 


considered unique to the K® type. 


a 
7 


: 
Swith s , 
| 


= In his investigation of the Caesarean text in Mk, it be- 

: | came evident to Kirsopp Lake that the late Greek text which had 

{ partially influenced the Caesarean witnesses must be more pre- —| 
| cisely defined.12 To consider it equivalent to the Textus Re- 


ceptus was inaccurate, for this was to ignore the considerable 


number of readings in which the Textus Receptus differed from 
the majority of late manuscripts. Moreover, variations within 


the Caesarean Group might possibly be assignable to the corrupt- 


Drei Teitipi Nea le DE oie A ees Sha We. 


ing influences of various differing late texts, rather than any 
| single late text. A study of the history of the late text was 


| accordingly demanded. 


si! SA i 3 


Lake's study of von Soden's subdivisions of the Koiné and 

| Jerusalem recensions, especially of the K®?, only left him in con- 
i easton; and, in despair of obtaining any clarity among von Soden's 
results he determined to make independent collations for a rep- 


resentative chapter of all the gospel manuscripts on Mt. Sinai, 


4 12x, Lake, "The Ecclesiastical Text," Harvard Theological 
_ | Review, XXI (1928), 338. 
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é ‘a 


at Patmos, and in the Patriarchal Library and collection of St. 


28 


Sabe in Jerusalem. As a result, two chief groups of von Soden 


= 


a 


% sre confirmed, K* and K®; and a new group consisting of MSS 
es, 1173, 1204, and 1385 emerged which could not be identified 


| with any one of von Soden's types.15 The variants by which von 


i 


Soden had characterized the C recension of the Antiochian Con- 

"| mentary14 were identified as readings scattered through some un- 

| related manuscripts, but Lake did not believe they could be 
identified with any particular group. 

|} ©) Classifying a reading as K® which was supported by at least 

: two of the three chief uncials which he claims von Soden con- 


sidered primary witnesses to the K& text-type, i.e. MSS A, K, 


1Son the basis of this study Lake was disposed to question 
| seriously the distinctiveness of the groups which von Soden 

} designated K1 and KT, although he admitted the possibility of 
their existence. But since that time, K* has been confirmed as 
a definite group within the general Koine recension, though K 
still remains somewhat nebulous. 


ct 14the Antiochian Commentary is the popular commentary on 
|| the gospels which is supposedly based on Chrysostom in Mt and 
| | dn, Victor of Antioch in Mk, and Titus of Bostra in Lk. In the 
| third or C recension, von Soden supposed that the text of Vic- 
| tor of Antioch was incorporated or substituted in the Marcan 
| section of the Commentary for the first time; this text he con- 
sidered to have been a pure K&@. Cf. von Soden, Schriften, I,i, 
| 542-552; 582-585. There is a brief but adequate exposition of 
' | von Soden's thesis on the Antiochian Commentary in Haefner's 
unpublished study of MS 2404. Cf. Excursus I: "On the Antioch 
| Commentary as a Witness tothe Ka Text," in The Scott Brown New 


: Testament , pp. 39-42. 
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| and Tr,15 Lake discerned 25 variants in chapter 11 of Mk which 


within the group he collated. Read against this list of 23 va- 
riants, D7 registered 10 agreements, or a percentage of 43. In 


ecomperison, MS Y read 13, or 56%; MS 2324, 19 or 82%; and MS 


1Steke at that time (1928) registered his doubts concerning 
the validity of MS A as a K® witness. "We are, however, far 
from convinced that Codex Alexandrinus really belongs to this 
group." ("The Ecclesiastical Text," p. 343). But in 1935 La- 
grange understood Lake to have forsaken this suspicion, for he 

says, "Le texte K@ au lieu d'étre au terme, on plutét une péné- 
tration de K dans I, se trouve ainsi a la base du texte regu 
dont A serait (pour les évangiles), le prototype: c'est le titre 
que je lui ai toujours donne et que j'ai ete heureux d'entendre 
de la bouche de M. Lake.” Cf. P.M.-J. Lagrange, Critique Textu- 
elle, vol. II: La Critique Rationnelle (Paris, 1955), p. 126. 
Since that time, however, Mrs. Lake has demonstrated that A can- 
not be considered in the KII Group, for it ignores 18 variants 
which are unique to the family and supports but half of the 
list of readings which receive very little outside support. 

Von Soden, however, was under no illusions concerning the 
value of MS A as an instrument for the reconstruction of the K® 
text. It was assuredly not a pure K@ text. “Der Text, der in 
8&4 seine Reinschrift erlebte, ist ein unter Konkurrenz von H, K 
und K® redigierter Text." (Schriften, I,11,876). Moreover, 
"Rigenen Zeugenwert fur die Rekonstruktion des Urtextes aber 
besitzt er nicht, da er liber die genannten Typen, die zu seinem 
Text zusammengesteuvert haben, hinaus nichts Eigentumliches bie- 


tet." (Ibid., I,i11,888). From the 50 codices which are "genuine" 


K@& manuscripts, only 12 are selected for the reconstruction of 


the K® text (Sections 175, 176), and of these MS IT is considered 


the purest witness to the K® type, rivaled only by the exemplar 


of MSS 1219: 489. Since only MSS K, 1346, and 265 are subsequent- 


ly discussed, it may be assumed that the K® text was finally 
reconstructed from these six manuscripts with some eight manu- 
scripts of the K@ "nuance” group consulted to establish other- 
wise doubtful readings. 


formed a standard for identifying any supposedly K® manuscripts . 
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' 16 : 
2400, 8 or 35%. It was pointed out above, however, in the 
|} discussion of the K* eontent of Mk 11,1? that only 4 readings 


of D7 are distinctively K"s the rest appear fairly frequently 
in other K* manuscripts, according to Lake. Of the 23 variants, 
6 may also be found within the Ecclesiastical text and may be 
properly considered variations of that text; so that D7 may be 
said to have 27% of the readings which are restricted to the 
K* text alone. 

A more complete summary of the K* varients within this 
same section, from Lake's standpoint, may be obtained from a 
collation of Mk 11 in the more recently reconstructed text of 
Family II. While engaged in the study of MS 2404, Haefner drew 
up Such a list by collating the Family II text in Mk 11 with 
Lloyd and Sanday's reprint of Stephenus, _® The following Table 
(Table X, p. 115) transeribes his collation and exhibits the 
relationship of MSS D7, Y and 2324 to these variants. MSS Y 
and 2324 are included here ee witnesses to the text of D7 in 
this section. 

The number of K* variants has increased from 23 to a total 


16tn his study of MS 2400, Riddle declared that "...so far 


| as this section (i.e. chapter 11) is typical,...the Caesarean 


readings in Codex 2400 are mixed with the K® readings...it is 


| more Caesarean than K@ in character." The Rockefeller McCormick 
New Testament, II, 158. 


L7?supra, p. 86. : 
l8seefner, The Scott Brown New Testament, De 56. 


CE Ai ee Be uf 


= et 26s 


wBige al ne em eee (at yt GaN eit AE At NR le ee Sh RG ITI 


Aff 


edd of (| xevewod pevods TRO" hetatog 2sw st oe 
aunitzer 2 yim Daud Wf ct aM to tnednoo! *A 
yiinespett yirhst tseqgs seet eit ae | yiovis 

~atmeliay O¢ otf 10° ,ovak oF garthtooos: -, BteP wee 


od wer iae txet I soldeateeloolt edd atdtiv 


et yet: % tedt o8 ;axet tedd to enoldet<sy aie 5. 


y¥ Saas 


ent o¢ Setohiteet exe ao hde sia eng to 
ebid obdidiw etasivey: “at eit to Wiammve otefa co 

a mort beatatde ed ie eimto¢bhaate & etetal cont 

to dxed betesntenooet vit neoet etox edt ae” fr: 
werh teateeH , OSS EM To ybate ett at bessane eft W 
ditty LE aM ot ¢xet TT yllmeT edt sabtelfoo ve a 
eldat aniwollot ext St enmesges® te dabeqet a'ys 
edt atididxe Das no ttslloe etd eedinoansté (6! 

Y GOM .oa¢oeiier ened? of DSSS hoe Y . a. 22M 0 A Ms 

tt YO ta teet ent oF noedentiw as eted Sebufon? 


tetod s ot && ott beesotomt aad etanitay “2 to 16 [ 


[St CGs.e" tadt heck eL bhi , OOME EM to is r 
nae anead edt...,iaatayt ef (IL serqedo +, ot) ook 


(at dhe, .egmtbaen 8% edt dotw bexke ote 008s xebod ah @ 
| 2 setot OM telletexcoE ett ",.tetostade af *% nsdt+ agers 


s86L , TT , om 
a8 Piss ‘ “t 


a ee er ee et a enn arte Me 


TABLE X 
MSS D7, Y; 2324 AND THE TEXT 
OF FAM II IN MK 11 


-..,-Wariants from Stephanus D7 Y 2324 
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‘of 27, and the K&@ percentages in the manuscripts under considera- 
tion have decreased somewhat. By way of additional confirmation 
of the dominance of the K® text in MS 2324 we observe that it 

| reads 20 of 27 variants, or 74%19 The representation of these 

| | xe readings in MSS D7 and Y is 33% and 41% respectively. As in 
| the investigation based upon von Soden's lists of unique K® va- 

| riants, MS Y is shown to exhibit a somewhat higher proportion 

of K@ readings then D7. If we assign 100% to the "pure" K@ text, 
| | we May summarize our findings for the K@ text of Mk in D7 as 
follows: Bousset's KIT(M) Group...30%; von Soden's K®...36%; 
Lake's Fem TT in Mk 11...33%. The narrow range of variation 
among these figures offers a strong argument for the validity of 


the result of this investigation. 


MSS D7, Y and Family It 
With the representation of K@ or Fam II readings in MSS D7? 


and Y established, the next problem which confronts us is that 


———$___—___—_— 


of determining the relation of these two manuscripts to the 


| manuscripts comprising Fam TI. Are D7 and Y to be ranked among 


19supra, p. 10S5f, Im Haefner's classification of K® manu- 
‘| seripts arranged in the order of their descending merit (Ibid., 
| p. 36) MS 2324 would stand in the position indicated. 
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the stemma of the Family and if so, in what position? We are 
enabled to investigate this problem by means of Mrs. Lake's 


monograph on Fam IT in the text of Mk®0 in which she devotes a 


brief consideration to MS Y as a Ka manuscript. Her Table II of 
| Appendix A lists 50 Fam IT variants which receive very little 
} manuscript support. With the exception of Codex Alexandrinus, 
| Which supports 26 of these 50,21 the only authority which ap- 


| proximated this degree of agreement was the ninth-century uncial 


MS Y, which read 19 (not 15 as she states on p. 57) of the 50. 
Codex Campianus (M), which Bousset ede ® weak member of the 
KIT Group, did not offer such strong support as this, agreeing 
with only 9 of the variants. To illustrate this relationship 

and indicate the corresponding position of D7, the variants of. 


Table II were transcribed and the witnesses of MSS TTI, K, A, M, 


Y, and D7 aligned beside them. (See Table XI, pp. 116-9). 


The coincidence of MSS Y and D7 is noticeable throughout 


| this list. D7 disagrees with MS Y only when the former is in 


agreement with the Stephanus reading, as the table clearly shows. 


Only once (13:23) does D7 read the KIT variant where MS Y joins 


with Stephanus, and in this case the variation is superficial. 


To ascertain the full extent of this relationship to Fam IT, 


20 P : 
; S. Lake, Family II and the Codex Alexandrinus: The Text 
According to Mark (London, 1936). (Studies and Documents, 22 


2lon page 56, Mrs. Lake states, incorrectly, 25 out of 48. 
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TABLE XI 


MSS D7 AND Y COMPARED WITH VARIANTS OF 
FAM Il WITH LITTLE SUPPORT 


Variants from Stephanus 
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| error. Her reconstructed text of Fam II reads eneytvwowev and 
apparatus reads only the variant eytvworKe.) 
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rend D7 were next examined in the light of the additional . 
ables given in Appendix A of Mrs. Lake's study. A record was 


a of every instance where D7 and Y agreed with a Fam IT va- 
‘Tiant. Wherever the testimony of D7 and Y was united and in 


agreement with a Fam II variant, that agreement was tabulated 


_ separately. As a result the following figures were obtained: 


TABLE XII 
MSS D7 and Y Compared With Fam IT Variants in Mk 
1 " >) eI. Unique readings of Fam IT 18 3 3 2 


_-* II. Fam II variants with little 
support 50 19 15 14 


_< ‘TIt. Fam IIT variants supported by 
im pos A and other manuscripts 156 83 77 65 


‘IV. Fam II variants rejected by MS 
A but supported elsewhere 59 27 28 21 


a eee o 


These figures substantiate the claim that Y and D7 repre- 
sent a minor but nevertheless a genuine strain of Fam II read- 
ings. It is also apparent that the basis of the community of Y 
and D7 lies in the Fam II readings they hold in common, for at 
least 80% of the D7 variants are shared with Y. 

On the basis of an admittedly incomplete study of MS Y, Mrs. 


Lake concluded that this manuscript is related to both MS Alex- 
andrinus and Fam II through the hypothetical manuscript 


name os eee mone eternal ge he NN MN LS 


teat iii cht enla sion eet 


a ee ee 


SL. ELS 


beteludad eaw dremeotge tet |, taeicer IP met 


aes th 
yaeee se hs 


-hser IT msT to mtexte ertivunes s eeolediteven cud tonk 


M3 B& ot 


ord ,Y Gl to yhure et el qeont. wWhettimbe as ‘to bana, 
-xelf SM died ot bedeler sk Becta tees anss race — 


ie 


mek a ot iw hoonen Bie Vd ered. 5 3 


hodion sew ¥ fete TS to yuombseet etd 


oC 


a 


stow eetwalt sutwoflot ext Siueet s 


Tx wear 
atacixey If met aobw bomaatag® Y ba 


of eS 4 it wat 


& 
fis. 


Be ef TT met to agctisey 6 


elsoll déiw atmetrer | 
or ef ‘a6 sroggue 


vd bedtocque etusiisy * 
Tv Set atebroenmina tedto 


eM yd betoetoy e¢aaiuey T 
6& ve ec etemwecele hettoqqee 


Sd 64e Y tadt mtelo eft oteltnededue- sermek 


tivcummeo ont to ehesd ent tede toeteqges cela: me $I 


.commoo ni blod vert esniieet ID mal edd nt e 
.¥ thw fevede ove adnsitay ° sat to 


121 


. 
whieh she holds to be the common ancestor, from which both MSS 
4 ‘and ITI are descended. Her reasons are summarized in a foot- 
‘note on MS Y: 
- 2% 
iZ 1. It is not a descendant of ITI. 
} ~ e* 2. It shares with Fam II and A some readings not 
an found elsewhere, 
'  3.-It agrees with Fem IT to the same extent whether 

A agrees with Fam ITI or not. 

4, It does not agree with A against Fam ITI unless 
the reading in A is that of the Ecclesiastical 
text. 


5. It agrees with both elements of_x...and may 
therefore be a descendant of x. 


_ We have investigated the relation of Y with Fam IT on the 
basis of Mrs. Lake's discussion of Fam IT and confirmed her 
tentative conclusions relative to Y. By way of illustrating 
this relationship and determining the position of D7, we pro- 
pose to consider certain of Mrs. Lake's conclusions, altering 
| somewhat their arrangement, and presenting in full the evidence 
| upon which they are based. 
| Point 3. That MS Y sustains a fairly constant relationship 
|. to MS IT regardless of the addition or subtraction of the sup- 

, port of Alexandrinus is evident from the foregoing Table (p. 120), 
for the measure of support where MS A is present (No. III) is 
534, while in the absence of A (No. IV), Y still agrees with 46% 


of the Fam If variants. It might appear that the agreement of 


-- 225. Teke, Family IT, p. 57. 
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MS Y with some of the Fam IT variants which have uncial and 
“minuscule support, but which are not represented in A, would 
argue against rather than for a relationship to the common an-= 
| eestor of A and Fam II, but Mrs. Lake points out that A differs 
"rather radically" from ancestor x and since the readings in No. 
| IV of Table XII preserve the same character as those in the pre- 
ceding No. III, we may assume that these are genuine readings 
of the ancestor which A has rejected. *5 
| -» © In the same fashion, D7 maintains a constant relationship 
ie to Fam I=. Where A is joined with Fam IT (No. III), D7 egrees 
with 50% of the variants. When the support of A is subtracted 
(No. IV), we find D7 continuing a constant attestation, reading 
4 47% of the variants. Obviously, the support of Fam IT by D7 and 
a Y is not derived through any affiliation with A. 
Point 5. If A and Fem IT stem out of a common ancestor, 

| it is to be expected that the readings which are held in common 
between them represent original readings of their ancestor. 
Some of these readings were unique to,the ancestor; others car- 
ried outside attestation. In terms of the summaries presented 
| in Table XII, the readings of x would include (1) the readings 
: ‘| an No. IT in which If. and A virtually stand alone; these are 

to be understood as peculiarities of their common ancestor; and 


(2) the Fam TT readings in Nos. III and IV which are supported 


23reke, op. cit., p. 59. Cf. also pp. 69-70. 
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by other manuscripts; these may be considered as attested read- 
ings of x. ; 
j A comparison of Y and D7 with these two classes of readings 
reveals that these manuscripts agree with both. Of the 21 read- 
"ings in which A and Fam II virtually stand alone, Y supports 8. 
D7 agrees with 6. It is noticeable that D7 is never found in 

| combination with AIT except in company with Y. 

by} Re To these 21 variants unique to ATI and therefore to their 
\ Eieaator, Mrs. Lake suggests, there probably ought to be added 
|| those readings of Fam II which are supported by MS M and more 

| especially by MS Y, but not found in MS A; since it is possible 


that M and Y may be descendants of the ancestor and might there- 


; 

; 

4 

i 

- fore preserve with II some of the old readings of x lost in 
Alexendrinus. Of the 12 readings which are found in IT but 

| neither in A nor in Caesarean manuscripts, she noticed that all 

j 

put one were supported by M or Y¥ or both.** Our independent 

examination confirmed only 8 of these, of which 6 were read by 

Y alone or shared with M. Adding these 8 to the 21 peculiar 


variants of x, we then have a total of 29 typical readings. MS 


po to a 


-Y reads 48% of these; that is, one half of the readings unique 
to MS x. D7 agrees with 35% of them, even exceeding MSM. The 


complete presentation follows: 
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Variants Unique to MS x 


Tt 29 100% 
FU Mei oy 2 
Y 14 48% 
B7 10 35% 
M Di es 


It would be expected that A would preserve a fairly high 


| proportion of the readings peculiar to ancestor x, as is the 


| case; but it is interesting and significant that the texts of 


“~ 


| poth Y and D7 in this analysis show a superior representation of 


these readings to that of M. 
j The proportion of the total number of x variants, unique 
and attested, in each of the manuscripts under consideration 


would be as follows: 


Variants of MS x29 


Attested 
(Nos. III & IV) SIS «DGG 4°L20 + 105'*:27 
Unique 
(No, IT) 29 21 14 BG ae 
Total 244 177 124 115 104 
% ipo 3 fe Sa a? 4S 


25T+ must be borne in mind that this assumes a complete re- 


- production of these readings in TI. Obviously this cannot be the 


case, for the ancestor probably differed from II at least in the 
18 readings which are given in Table I (Appendix A of Family Ir) 


“aS unique to Fem II, if not also in further instances, even sup- 


posing a highly faithful transmission. A complete account, there- 
fore, Would demand a study of the readings of A, M, and Y in 
these 18 places in an endeavor to determine the original x read- 


ding and to decide the proportion of these x readings represented 
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_-- “This study demonstrates that Y and D7 agree with both the 


unique and the attested variants of the hypothetical ancestor 


of TI and A, each exemplifying approximately one half of the 


"reconstructed readings. 


Point 1. A textual examination of Y alone might have con- 


eluded that its text was fundamentally a Fam Il text which had 


felt the strong influence of the prevalent Ecclesiastical text. 
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Las Mrs. Lake's denial therefore that Y is a descendant of MS II is 


probably to be explained by an appeal to paleography, for both 
TI and Y are uncials of the ninth century.*© Though the possi- 
bility may be open, it is more than likely that the kinship be- 
tween MSS IT and Y is not to be explained as occasioned by 4 
a@irect descent of Y from II but rather by their common ancestry. 
The fact that Y shares 50% of the: readings attributed to the 
ancestor which relates II and A suggests that Y is related to 
both IT and A as a descendant of ancestor x, since neither II 
nor A can qualify as the ancestor of Y. 


Similarly, then, D7 may trace its lineage back to this an- 


| in each of our manuscripts. But since the results would not be 


seriously altered even then, the presentation given above indi- 


eates sufficiently the relations existing between these manu- 


scripts and their ancestor. 


26on p. 58 of her monograph, however, Mrs. Lake seems to 
suggest that Y is excluded from consideration as a descendant of 


F; TI solely because it lacks a sufficient proportion of II read- 


ings. On such a basis alone nothing would prohibit the conclu- 
sion that Y is a descendant of II, though heavily corrected to the 
emerging Ecclesiastical text. 
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eestor x. Apart from the textual relationship to Y, D7? could 
“pe explained satisfactorily as a remote descendant of II pre- 

- serving a fair number of Fam II readings but not entitled to 
membership in the family since the Ecclesiastical or K* readings 
outweigh the Fam II element. But we have seen that D7? answers 
to the same textual conditions that tend to relate Y to the an- 


eestor of II and A, and the textual affinity between Y and D7 
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wise related to both Fam ITI and A through their common ancestor 
x, and is mediated, perhaps, through Y. 


Except for an occasional extraneous reading of von Soden's 
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the closest approximation of the text of the ancestor x) are al- 


most wholly of the Koine or Ecclesiastical variety which have 


been inherited by the Textus Receptus. The conclusion suggested 


2 et Go ek eet fet; 


by these considerations is that the text of MS Y has transmitted 


et 5 


| a sufficient number of x readings to establish an identification 


if Se 


with that text, although it has been heavily corrected to the 
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emerging Ecclesiastical text, accepting readings’ found in the 


majority of the manuscripts at the time of its composition.®°? 


27The problem as to whether MS Y was influenced by the Ec- 
| elesiastical text or is to be understood as representing a stage 
| in the development of that text is not our special concern here. 
| The Ecclesiastical text of the type EFGHSVR was definitely e- 
| merging towards the close of the first millenium, as the ninth 
| and tenth-century uncials reveal, and Y shows a closer affinity 
| with it than does Y's contemporary, MS II. 
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is sufficiently strong to justify the conjecture that D7 is page 


I type, the variants of MS Y from Fam II (which may be considered 
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This "correction" must have taken place somewhere between the 
time of x, which must certainly antedate the fifth-century Codex 
Alexandrinus, and the exemplar of MS Y. 

__ The text of D7 discloses an even greater accomodation to 
the Ecclesiastical text than Y. Moreover, D7 includes other 

- fugitive readings of a mixed variety which have entered the text 
| that D7 preserves sometime between the writing of Y in the ninth 


eentury and that of D7 in the early thirteenth. 


The Text of the Pericope Adulterae 
| -- Within particular text+types, von Soden made use of two 
special criteria for the further classification of the manu- 

‘| seripts he examined. The highly variable text of the pericope 
Sitdtorce:, and the general set-up (Russtattung”) of the manu- 

- seript contents--these features served to distinguish among 


| groups of. manuscripts and mark out their affinity with a family, 


a text-type, or a recension.®8 Von Soden distinguished seven 
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stages in the textual development of the pericope adulterae 

growing out of its primitive form, all of which may be found in 

gospel codices of the medieval period. As the study of the re- 
lation of the D7 text with the K® text-type is brought to a con- 


elusion, it is of value to examine the text of the pericope 


adulterae in the manuscript in order to compare it with the 
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- 28yon Soden, Schriften, 1,1,486. 
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types von Soden considered typical of the K¥ and the K@ 


ss 
text-types. 


») ‘Our identification of the potyadktc type in D7 began with 


| ‘@ survey of the uncial and minuscule support of the D7 text in 
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| this section. Among the uncial attestation for the text of Jn 
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7:53-8:11 in D7, MSA 29 offers the strongest support, reading 


Maley © aE Oe) ee 


| 14 of the 21 D7 variants from the text of Stephanus. In three 


instances (8:3 +tw [yeow; 8:5 ~nuty uwonc, and 8:11 ~o S¢ t¢ 


Lee re 


— eumev avty) MS A constitutes the sole support among the uncials 

’ which include the pericope. MS Y, the most faithful textual 

| companion of D7, lacks the pericope adulterae. MS 6950 asrees 

with-13 of the 21 variants, while MS 47751 shared 18. But the 

| most striking resemblance to the D7? section is found in MS 236.5% 

7 This manuscript, which diverges from Stephanus 29 times, reads 

_ every one of the 21 departures of D7 from the text of Stephanus 

| in this section. 
The pericope adulterae of MSS 477 and 256 is classified by 


7 von Soden as representing the third type of the nericope text, 


E & 


sa 2%codex Tischendorfianus III, Oxford Bodleian Library Misc. 
- 310. 
S0collated by Serivener, Codex Augiensis, under the symbol 


a 


Sloollated by Serivener, Ibid., under the symbol se tae 


: ‘2 S2collated by W.C. Braithwaite. A selected list of variants 
| appears in "On a New MS. of the Four Gospels,” Haverford College 
| Studies, No. 4, pp. 22-27. 4 


ne eat adel 


7 
{ 
! 
\ 
H 
{ 
i 


*% 826 BM cf Savet eb noltiose YE ent o¢ couel duce 


atgeivay to fart bet pr han Ay ot Lowdd eth 42.0 
net 


Nar mt = ee ee ae rmremmemn er Peeks = 


cit bw tened YG nt oqyd 3 ALyloy elt. Te noltsor 
ab teed SO eit: to PRO GENE ofvoenetm bas fetons 
ot to ¢xed off wet cotdeteedda Tetons enidy.2 Oi, 
aotheer ,ovogene ¢eegnotte eft enette @8 AGM! 
esilse nl .svesdgers to fxet edt’ me thy adnate 
SY 38 oF LLB bag omOdy) wa SB pONET wT t S 
efetony eds sacme droggen oloe. eds cotutitecos £¢ 
fautret Eutdtiet ceom eft ~E am .eqocitoqvodd oh , 
seergs “G8 BM i setet lube eyootteg” eat exiel , re 


ey fut Sf bervadta [Uvom om altdw adeel tev toe 


steon ,semts ef e pases: riot: poster ip aot cle 3g 


eumeicets te tered est mort 1@ to eoruntneqed: [S: ot 


vd fheltpeeasin ef 688 hae wa e2M To est fubs BUo 


tRet eros hiag och te etre pchid end acldnesstge® Be] 


ee 


.ceiit wretdhi aeleLbol BuoYxO , TIT ecneltreobmedoet? re 
odance ect tebay , alec iyus webes Bonet pein bet 


ee fodanvre ond ental Bat jxenevitoa xo. pete 


ESipi 


pficw fretsayee te oes ead pate eid ae Sh welt 


129 


wo uxar ig? . °° When D7 was compared with the deviations dis- 

ting ishing us from its "Bruder" type Ue it agreed with 15 of 

the 175 the two exceptions being in verse 10, where D7 reads 

@ LKUWE rather than avafSAcvac and omits c«idSev avtTnv. This indi- 

cates a fairly pure exemplification of the us type of D7. 

D ttcc As a further check, we collated the D? text of this pericope 

with yon Soden's reconstruction of the primitive form of the 

pericope adulterae (u%). Thirty variants were revealed, 16 of 

which were read by u2. There were 26 agreements with the u% 

j type, and these included all but one of the 16 variants read by 

2, Moreover, two additional readings (8:1, 10) were also read 
as common variants among the witnesses of the p° type. Since 

one of these included the one remaining u* variant, all the 

_ agreements with the u® type were comprehended under uS in addi- 

tion to others. Of the two variants remaining from the original 

30, one (8:7 ~Tov AL.Bov BareTtw) followed the word-order of the 

pd type in a transposition, andthe other (8:10 teljt+xat... 

| yuvaiKoc) was read by the u and uw? types. We are prepared for 

| assimiletions to the u° type, however, for von Soden says that 


| us ".. ist viel hdufiger u> oder uo angenshert."o4 The pericope 


_. 33yon Soden, Schriften, I,11,738, 855. 


(ie 2 tt 


S4Tpid., I,i,505. In studying the Pericope Adulterae with- 
in the lectionary text, Wikgren distinguished three families, 
“no one of which coincided with any of von Soden's types. Ac- 

- eordingly he proposes an addition to the catalogue: UL. cf. 
| "The Lectionary Text of the Pericope, Jn 8:1-11," Journal of 
| Biblical Literature, LIII (1934). 
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adulterae of D7, then, is distinctly of the u® type. 


et ‘Among codices of the K*¥ text-type, the u° form of the peri- 


pe adulterae is found in a small group of manuscripts (MSS 


477, 764, 1425, and 2225).55 of these, only the collation of 
MS 477 was available for this study, and this betrays no signi- 
- ficant textual alliance with the text of D7 outside of the eri- 
- gope adulterae. | 


According to’ von Soden, the characteristic form of the 


| pericope adulterae in codices of the K® text-type is ae, oT 


| Section 174, however, he devotes a brief consideration to a few 


| manuscripts which are said to have a much weakened K® text. Of 


eds Se et Ta io A ee, 


Coes ge 


ee ee 


these, a few contain Jn 7:53-8:11 in the y° form (MSS 236, the 
codex whose pericope adulterae is most akin to D7*s, 1004, 171, 
1196, 1605, 1447, 1233, 1468, and 1469.56 Only the collation of 


MS 236 was available for our use and this is complete only for 


a few sections of the text, the rest being Braithwaite's selected 
list of the most interesting readings of 236. Its listed va- 
riants from Stephanus in Mt are usually found in D7 but they 


| ere not uncommon variants and carry a generous and mixed attesta- 


SSthere is a mistake, perhaps on Gregory's part, in the 
numeration of this manuscript, for MS 2225, which he identifies 


‘| with von Soden's ¢€4000, does not contain the Gospels but only 


| Acts-Catholics and the Pauline epistles. Nor does the descrip- 


tive data furnished by Gregory coincide with the material given 
for ¢4000 by von Soden. : | 


S6schriften, I,11,854-56. 
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a 

tion. It is worthy of note that in Braithwaite's selected list 
of variants for Lk, one (1:28) is a subsingular reading of D7, 
ant another (14:55) is otherwise singuler to D7. Were a full 
‘eollation of MS 236 available, a textual affinity with D7 might 
be revealed; but so far as it can be ascertained, D7? appears a 


"stronger K® text than 236, but shares with it theu5S type of 


the pericope adulterae. 


in D7 has shown that the text may be considered a K® type which 
has been strongly accomodated to the K*, it is likely that D7? 
| should be classified with that group of the K@ text with aud 


F form. 


The investigation of D7 for a relationship to the K* text- 


| type, or Fam II, has confirmed the indication furnished by the 


/] 


if 
- 
| 


| which von Soden considered distinctive to the K* text-type, D? 


q 
4 
. 

¢ 
x 


j preceding studies of the general textual relationships and the 
 K¥ element; viz. that there is a significant affinity with the 


sents 27% in Mt, 30% in Mk, and 17% in Lk. Of the K® readings 


reads 41% in Mt, 36% in Mk, and 23% in Lk. Finally, 33% of the 


| variants from Stephanus in Leke's Fam II text in Mk 11 ere read 


>.» So far as the uS form of the pericope adulterae is concerned 
q then, MS D7 might be related to either a small group of K* or K@ 


F manuseripts. Since our study of the major text-types represented 


K® text-type. According to Bousset's KII(M) readings, D7? repre= 
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y D?. It can be seen from these figures that the K® element 


and Mk is approximately one-third; in Lk there is a de- 


Line , but our investigation of Lk 6 disclosed a genuine minor 


propo tion of K® readings. 
+ D?'s textual companion, MS Y, exhibits a K® element in Mt 
‘Mk which is superior to that of D7. Of von Soden's lists 


of special readings of K? in Mt andéd Mk, Y preserves about one- 
half. But in Lk the proportion falls to the same level as that 
of D7. The basis of the alliance between D7 and Y appears to 
be their mutual representation of these K? readings. 
q An interesting clue to the genealogy of the D7 text is ob- 
tained from Mrs. Lake's study of Fam IT and, Pes particular, from 
her observation that MS Y bears a minor relationship to the 
family which can best be explained on the basis of a direct de- 
scent of Y from that common ancestor of II and A; although it 
is possible, however, that Fam , A, Y, and M may all represent 
a common text after the fashion of the Caesarean witnesses. MS 
D7 may thus be related to Fam IT ultimately through this hypo- 
| thetical ancestor x and, more immediately, through MS Y. Granted 
| the assumption of x as the most satisfactory explanation of the 
| similarity and disparity between A and II, our study affirms 
| that D7 and Y are related to such an ancestor. Of the variants 
| which can be reconstructed for the hypothetical MS x, D7 and Y 
| each preserve approximately 50%. 
From these extended investigations of the principal text- 
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; which are represented in the text of D7, we conclude that 


a codex exhibiting a much weakened form of the K® text. 
. Pericope Adulterae of the u° form, a better K® witness 
— than ale Lk, but heavily corrected throughout to 
widerd EX text-type. MS Y, the textual ally of D7, like- 
preserves j weakened form of the K® text, as von Soden 
it, but it has not undergone such an extensive correction 


rd KX as has D7. 
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Chapter IV 
OTHER K ELEMENTS IN THE TEXT OF D7 


. gol 
_... In his examination of MS Y, von Soden had observed that the. 
| text of Mt in Y contained not only readings of the K®@® text-type 
| but « also other readings of the K recension-sometimes x, some- 
tines xx.) Moreover, the text of Mk and Jn had a stronger rep- 
g resentation of the Kl text-type than of the K*.* Following his 
textual examination of MS Y as a clue to the study of D7, we 


= 


“investigated the D7 text in relation to the K1 text-type. 


. 


| Dr and the Kl Text-Type 

its The purest form of the Koiné text, in von Soden's recon- 
- Teo 

| struction of the history of transmission, was that designated. 


stem all probability, he thought, this text-type stems back 


yon Soden, Schriften, I,ii,1161. 
Zhe, cit. 
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to the fourth century and may represent the revision of the 

New Testament made by Lucian of Antioch.® Current opinion of 
"the Kl text, however, is much less confident. In his 1928 study 
| of the Ecclesiastical text, Lake stated that the K+ type was al- 
| most indistinguishable from the K* or Ecclesiastical text and 

} coneluded, "It is possible that further research would confirm 
i yon Soden's distinction between the K! and the later text, but 
at present we do not feel convinced."* E.C. Colwell, in his 

: study of the Karahissar Gospels published in 1936, allied him- 
self with Lake's position and declared, “Of all von Soden's K 


types, Kl remains the foggiest. Its very existence as a distinct 


Stn his Preface to the Vulgate version of Chronicles, Je- 
rome states expressly that Iucian of Antioch (d. 312 A.D.) pro- 
duced a revision of the Septuagint which was preferred in the 
churches of Antioch and Constantinople. Streeter and others 
have argued that the open letter to Pope Damasus which prefaces 

|} Jerome's edition of the Vulgate Gospels proves that the revision 

was extended also to the New Testament, for Jerome mentions the 
inferiority of the Lucianic and Hesychian texts as standards for 
the correction of the Old Letin. But the absence of any definite 
reference to a New Testament revision has occasioned a diversity 
of opinion among the scholars. The evidence for a Iucianic re- 
vision may be found in Streeter, The Four Gospels, pp. 112-116; 
590-592. Westcott and Hort believed that the Syrian text had 
its origin in the recension made by Lucian of Antioch about the 
year 300 A.D., although its ninth century form was the result of 
a Still later revision. Streeter considered it practically cer- 
tain that the Byzantine text (=Westcott and Hort's Syrian=Lake's 
Eeclesiastical) stemmed from the recension of Lucian to which 
Jerome alludes, but he argued with Hort that the Byzantine text 
of the ninth century which became the basis of manuscript cor- 
rection was probably not identical with the Iucianic recension. 


4x, Lake, "The Ecclesiastical Text,” p. 542. 
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K recension has been challenged, and no one as yet has accepted 
“the challenge."® 
One is disposed to sympathize with these stern judgments 
after searching in vain through von Soden's treatment of the ee 
 text-type (Section 146) for those distinguishing characteristics 
which would establish an integrity for the group. There are 
eights manuscripts mentioned by von Soden which he holds to be 
the chief witnesses to the K1 text-type (QiveVe655,°46R e599, S, 
| and 6612476), but his succeeding discussion of these is confined 
to (1) their individual characteristics and (2) instances where 
the K1 reading is doubtful. 


|) But an indication of the relative strength of Kl readings 


eee Ee. SO 


in D7 may be obtained from von Soden's list of the characteris- 
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tic divergences of K* from Kl (Section 154). When the D7 agree- 


ments with the KX variants were tabulated,’ we found that the 


| text of Mt in D7 reads 29 times with the K* type; the text of 

4 

| Mk, 14 times; and the text of Lk, 26 times. The D7 text dis- 

# 

| agrees with the K¥ reading 15 times in Mt, 7 times in Mk, and 

| 13 times in Lk. Most of these disagreements of D7 from the K* 

i 

| 

|  —-°k.c, Colwell, The Four Gospels of Karahissar, pp. 171, 172. 
| the witness of their exemplars. 


i 
; 
| 
‘ 
! 
= 
| 60r six, if the "twins" are understood merely to report 
ee 7As in the study of D7 and the K* text-type, we followed 

only the second list in Section 154 which includes more impor- 
1 tant variations in the textual matter, omitting the purely or- 
thographical and grammatical variations. 
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ng represent an agreement with the reading of K1 from which 


K* departs. Hence it may be estimated that of the variations 


a divide the Kl text-type from the K*, D7 joins with K* about 
‘twice as often as with Kl. More than half (69) of the K* de- 


“pertures from K1 are followed by D7, but there is a considerable 

minority of readings (35) im which it represents the practice 
of the Kl text- -type. 

a Again, in von Soden's . List of approximately 195 eae 

: © wilete-the exact reading of the K* type is disputable (Section 

| 147), we noticea that where the text of D7 dissented from the 
variant read by the majority of K* manuscripts, it frequently 

| followed the reading of the K1 and the K™ text-types. 

It may be concluded that there are readings in the text of 
| D7 which represent the Kl text-type of von Soden; but according 
to his division of the K* type from the Ki, the Kl readings in 
D7 are secondary to the K* readings, for DY follows the latter 
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more often than the former. 


7 and the KT Text-Type 


The investigation of D7's relation to von Soden's list of 
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| disputed KX readings (Section 147) evidenced a minor representa- 


tion of KT readings in D7, for where a D7 variant diverged from 


"the reading found in a majority of K¥ manuscripts it was often 
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in agreement with the readings of the KT text-type. A more com- 
plete examination of the relationship of the text of Db” to this 
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ecclesiastical revision of the Koine recension was thereby de- 
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--'-Von Soden (Section 155) summarized the variations of the 
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‘KF from the K* text-type. In order to determine whether the 
texts of the manuscripts classified by von Soden as KT could be $ 
- daentifiea as a distinct type of text, D.0O. Voss, in an unpub- 
} lishea study, investigated the agreements among 10 K* manu- | 
: seripts? with reference to the 69 readings which, von Soden 

 elaimed, distinguished KT from both KX ana K8.9 Of these read- 

ings, Voss found that all but 3 had the support of at least 6 of 

j his 10 manuscripts. On the basis of this and other tests, he 
i | affirmed the distinctiveness of the K™ text-type. 

| To ascertain the relationship between D7 and this KT text- 

type; D7 was first compared with von Soden's list of 25 special 

: K7 readings in Mt; of these, 8 (32%) were held in common. Of 
the 10 distinctive KT readings listed for Mk, D7 agreed with 
only 1 (10%).. A more detailed investigation of the KT text in | 4 
A Mk has been made by Voss. Out of his study of the Isaac Gospels 
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Buss 2399, 2322, 479, 201, 480, 241, 246, 252, 66, 685. 

f., "Is von Sodents K™ a Distinct Type of Text?" Journal of 
Biblical Literature, LVII (1938). As previously stated, Voss’ 
dissertation, of which this article is an abstract, was unfor- 
tunately unavailable for loan at the time of this writing. (D. 
| ©. Voss, Study of the Isaac, Hyacinthus, and Exoteicho Gospels 
(Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Chicago, 1932]). 
Gf. also his article "K* Variants in Mark,” in S, Leke, Family 
i, pp e 155- 158. 
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(Greg. 2399), a manuscript which he believed to be one of the 


‘leading witnesses to the KT type, Voss compiled a list of 22 K™ 
variants of this manuscript with only a minor minuscule support. 
When we compared D7 with this list, there was an absence of any 


‘ 


' agreement. Again, of ten variants which Voss considers peculiar 
i) _ 
| to KT manuscripts in the text of Mk,1° there was no coincidence 
With the readings of D7. Concerning these ten variants, Voss 
| concluded: 
: sor? 
It may safely be said KT manuscripts will have more 
than half of these ten, peculiar variants; and that 
non-Kr manuscripts will have less than half of them.1 
By such a criterion, the text of D7 in Mk is definitely non-K*. 


> -°Of the 18 distinctive KT variants in Lk listed by von Soden, 


i: | 
| 
2 


| D? read only 4 (22%). Thus it may be concluded that there is a 


genuine strain of readings in D7 which are characteristic of the 


| KT text-type. With relation to von Soden's list of KT variants 
| which distinguish the type from K* and K&, D7 reads one-third in 
the text of Mt; in Lk, the proportion is lower, while in Mk it 
is insignificant. Although Voss has confirmed von Soden's KT as 
a distinct text-type, no reconstruction of the text has been 


made. Hence it was not possible to analyze the results of this 


ES te 1voss, "Is von Soden's K? a Distinct Type of Text?” p. KB fy 2 
| These ten were selected by Voss out of 180 variants from Steph- 
{| anus in Mk,in which at least six of his ten manuscripts agreed. 
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"study of D7 and K* as thoroughly as those obtained from the 
‘similar study of D7 and K@. 

bet The distinctive readings of the other two subdivisions of 
the K recension, Ki and K@8K, are rarely found in the D7 text 
aud hence do not merit investigation. 


-¥ £ 


D7 and The Commentary of Theophylact 


'-» Those who have studied carefully the text of medieval manu- 


seripts of the gospels have been aware of the variety of influen- 


ces that may impel a scribe to introduce a variation into his 


°_ aie . 
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transcript which did not appear in his exemplar. Lake terms 
these “intentional alterations" which are due to a desire to in- 
prove the text either for the purpose of eliminating an obvious 
error or of simplifying a difficulty.+¢ Such alterations may 


be occasioned by: (1) the influence of translations known to the 


> ce ASCE Seti a te = 


seribe, (2) familiarity with harmonies, and (3) dogmatic con- 


i i. 2. £, ine eae. ©, eee 


| siderations (though variants due to such reasons are seldom 
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found). Von Soden reminds us that in cases of rival readings 


"compromises" both of a material and formal nature were intro- 


- 12x, lake, The Text of the New Testament (Sixth edition, 

_ revised by Silva New; London, 1928), p. 5. This natural and 

universal tendency at improvement leads to the famous dictum of 

textual criticism first formulated by J.A. Bengel, "Proclivi 
seriptioni praestat ardua.” 
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‘duced into the Koine recension.15 Moreover, the purity of the 

_ text would be disturbed by such additional factors as the caprice 
of personality, influences of commentaries used, parallelisms, 4 
and what he termed the "Leichtfertigkeit” of the seribes.14 

Though the possibilities of doctrinal considerations in 
"general, and commentaries in particular, influencing the text 

of the New Testament has been conceded, actually specific exam- 

ples of such phenomena have not yet been assembled in any number 

by textual critics, outside of an occasional interesting illus- 
tration that may appear in connection with another study. While 


Lake admitted the possibility of alterations introduced because 
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of dogmatic considerations, he reminded his readers that the 
variants which can be traced to such a cause are few. 

‘It was of more than usual interest and significance, there- 
fore, that in connection with the study of the text of D7 four 
Siesdtteant examples were discovered of the influence of a com- 

| mentary with which the scribe of D7 must have been familiar. 
While checking through Scholz's critical apparatus to his edi- 
tion of the New Testament text,15 a variant reading cited in Lk 


l3westcott and Hort established for all time the eclectic 4 
nature of the Byzantine or Syrian text as a whole, built upon 
the frequent conflations of the readings of NB, etc. with those 
or D.. 


14yon Soden, Schriften, I,ii,734. 
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7:35 was discovered which agreed with a D7 reading otherwise 
singular to the text of D7. The singularity of the reading had 
been established upon the basis of its absence from the critical 
apparatus of Tischendorf, and von Soden, as well as from the 
numerous collations with which the text of D7 had been nciectniind 
“Scholz attributed this singular reading to the eleventh~century 
Commentary of Theophylact alone, 16 and a check of Migne's edition 


~~ 
ae -* 


a 16meophylact, archbishop of Ochrida in Bulgaria, was born 
} in Euboea and lived during the reigns of Michal Ducas (1071-1078) 
and Alexis Commenas (1081-1118). The date of his death is un- 
_ known. As a young man he served as a deacon in the Hagia Sophia 
of Constantinople, and became the tutor of Ducas' son, Constan- 
tines His Naidetia BaotArkn mpoCc Tov TOPHVPOYEVYNTOV KwYOTaV- 
| Ttvov is recognized as a witness to his excellent education in 
and love for the humanities. Later, in 1078, he was appointed 
as archbishop of the Byzantine province of Bulgaria with his 
residence in Ochrida. Here he carried out his churchly duties 
with thoroughness and devotion although his denunciation of the 
| rude morals and manners of these people suggests that he con- 
' Sidered himself an exile in a wild and barbarous land. That 
_ there was a lessening of the tension between Rome and Constanti- 
nople during this period may be seen, as historians think, in 
| his work ep. wy eyxodovvtat Aattvot in which he makes light of 
the minor customs that divide the eastern and western clergy. 
But he is chiefly noted for his exegetical works which were very 
popular in the Greek Ghurch of the Middle Ages, overriding those 
| of Zigabenus and Oecumenius. Meier says of his commentaries 
) *™,,.sein Verfahren schliesst sich dem Text mit Genauigkeit an 
und die Prazision seiner Auslegung sowie die Angemessenheit und 
Feinheit vieler Bemerkungen machen seine Kommentare noch heute 
des Nachschlagens wirdig.” Cf. Herzog-Hauck, eds., Realencyk- 
lopadie fiir Protestantische Theologie und Kirche, XIX (Leipzig, 
1903), 672, 675. See also, von Soden, Schriften, I,1,626, 627 
and The ,.Cambridge Medieval History, IV (New York, 1923), passim. 
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‘a 


e 
of the works of Theophylactl’? proved him to be correct. With © 
this as a clue, the other readings unique to the text of D7 were 
“compared with the Commentary in loco. Ase result of this in- 
"vestigation two other singular and one subsingular reading in 
D7 were found to have parallels in the exegetical writings of 
this eleventh-century bishop. These four variants, together 
with the Stephanus reading from which they differ and the text 
of Theophylact with which they concur, are here reviewed: 


‘I. In Lk 7:31-35, Jesus illustrates the hypercritical 


Ores ee ee . 


spirit of the Pharisees by comparing them to children at play 
and coneludes by citing an apt proverb (7:55), the statement of 


which appears thus in the Textus Receptus: 


Kat eStkatwn N COPLA ATO TwY TEKVWY AVTNG TOVTWV 
And wisdom has been vindicated through all her children 


| ‘| But D7 attests a unique reading: 


KGL ETLUNON N COPLA ATO Twv TEKVWVY AUTNC TAVTWY 
And wisdom has been held in honor through all her children 


; When we compare the Theophylact Commentary in Lk 7:35, we find 
that after quoting the New Testament passage according to the 


common reading, Theophylact comments as follows: 


Vols. 123-126 include the complete works of Theophylact, vols. 
123, 124 containing the Commentary on the Gospels. 
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177,-P. Migne, Patrologiae Cursus Completus, Series Graecae. 
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_ Kar ho tov eStKaLwON NH COLA Tov SEeoVv, TOVTECOTLY 
et uunen, OVX VTIO TWVY PAPLOALWY, GAAG THY TEKVOV 
aut Gy TOVTEOTL, Twv Trapade fayevwv Tov AOVOV Tov 

te Ilwavvov kat tov Inoov. 

Furthermore, the wisdom of God has been vindicated, 
that is, has been held in honor, not by the Phari- 
sees, but by her children, namely, those who have 
received the message of John and Jesus. 


i Ws 


Since the reading of D7 is not found elsewhere, so far te 
have been able to discover, one is disposed to say that the 
- seribe of D7 has substituted na Groeten synonym he read in 
| the Commentary for the usual New Testament word which, he may 


have thought, obscured the real meaning of the passage. No 


aa 
7 


| other manuscript evidence of this change is known, so that D7 
Ps and the exegesis of Theophylact are exclusively kindred here. 

| . II. In the Lucan story (5:23) of the healing of the para- 
= lytic, Jesus replies to the Pharisees who are disturbed by his 
: assumption of authority to forgive sins, in the words of the 


q Textus Receptus: 


TL €OTLY CVKOTWTEPOV, ELTELV, AMEWVTAL TOL AL ALAPTLAL GOV" 
Which is easier, to say, Let your sins be pardoned.... 


| But to the exclusion of all the uncial and minuscule witnesses 


+ 


¥ 
| we have consulted, the remarkable rendering of Jesus’ reply ac- 
| cording to the text of D7 is, 

se, -4 

4 
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TL Cot. SvoKoAwTepov, etmetv, ApewvTAt COL AL ALAPT LAL oov" 
Which is more difficult, to say, Let your sins be par- 


eR SD 


doned...e 


ea, ete eee Re 


nt Sse% ext srgromye Leoltonete edd. fetint ide dye: 2 


JOO IDITOOUD. db 100 Io Twag@h eens (wera tere. 


ceaeontiw elvoeniin. bas felony oft Lies To nae 


-on ylcet ‘eneeh to gelnobner eldexremer edd, ~hedLs 


re ond 


VitOsTUOr .8ORe VOR spIGOD. f)/romsoay 
WINAIT VT DAA ,VOEODIGNe WT ONG 
UOT VoroOA VOT. WENRAN DaGoo nT wee ye 

, Four: cor nae 

detectioty need. gad ov to apenas 


=ftsds eat wd ton , eto we, aeed & 
ered cow. .oRont _vleman : o ite Pa 


.exeeb bie eget to “eg seeen Bh 


ew 2p ‘tet oc ,evedweete havet Tae BS Td: to: Sen 


eit teat yse of Hemogadti 4 at one »tevooelb od 


vem en ,dobdw brow tremeteeT wreak Laue erts) a6% 


-orent feriria i Fesiintc xe Te sontyicoos®. ao 


-~stag ect To aolieed seit to (S818 yeaa asoul elt 


edt to eftow edd at ,ante Sitaved od  escada 


+«..benobteq od enie they ded 4 yee- oF <tetess et 


yet to txed ends 


0. 1.04 TO dates OD asin aso 


145 


jer citing this New Testament passage in the traditional form, 
rr = remarks, 


“Tay tw KATA THV VUETEPAV Whgov TO AaPLEvVaL auapT Lac 

7. Fins SOOKE EVKOTIWTENOV, wo avavec KaL aveAEYKTOV, KALTOL 
SBVOKOAWTEODOV OV. 

19°) Assuredly according to your way of looking at things, 
xe it seems easier to pardon sins, a thing invisible and 

Ep to, ‘unchallenged, although in reality it is more difficult. 


a 


the Cc ) 

ee In this striking passage we see that the scribe of D7 has 
“accepted Theophylact's interpretation of the real significance 

: of eVKOTIWT €poY in this context. As the common reading of the 
| gospel stands, it might appear to one who was a disciple of 

| Teophylact 's exegesis that it was susceptible to a misleading 


ia Stephe : 
a interpretation. The absolution of sin can not be lightly pro- 


| nounced. To guard against the possibilities of any misunder- 


| standing, the’ scribe inserted what he believed to be the more 

| accurate statement of Theophylact in place of the ordinary read- 
| ing. 

g III. Again, in Lk 6:10 D? departs from the Stephanus word- 


= 


| order to read 


= sy 
: 


Bm stice ~oov THY XE10a 


| Tis alteration is only minor: the possessive pronoun is placed 
| before the article rather than after the noun as in the Textus 


| Receptus. There is none of the importance in this variant, from 


| oxamples. Significance is attached to it here simply because it 
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| the standpoint of its meaning that we have seen in the two former a 
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es not appear to have any parallel among the uncial and minus- 
ule witnesses to the gospel text of D7. But when Theophylact 
ronments on the caging as in which this verse appears, he rearranges 


Though this is of 


+> 
Wl? 


= nonetheless it may be an added instance of the influence of 
Pexenp)« 

the Commentary upon D7 as in the case of the other singular 
[aorrs- 

"readings. 

get 5 


Pbthite< 
fet - of the relatively rare discourse sections in the gospel 


Iv. The final illustration comes from the D7 text of Mk. 


4 “of Mk (9:49), Jesus says to his disciples, according to the 


| Stephamus form, 
Y exem 


|} Mac yap mvpt adtobynoeTar, Kab AGG GVGLA GAL GALOSNOETAL. 
. For everyone shall be seasoned with fire, and every 
‘sacrifice shall be salted with salt. 


- 
ime + 


a ‘The eax of D7 in loco offers no divergence from the reading of 
— «eA lf 


"the Textus Receptus. But after the scribe had originally tran- 
"seribed the above rendering he inserted a reading into the mar- 
gin of his text in red, designating that doktuacenoeTar be sub- 
BD ctttxtea for the original oadtoéjoetat so that the phrase becomes 
oe shall be tested with fire." This variant is subsingu- 
“ler to D7, MSS 46 and 5z (but no others) agreeing with it. 
‘After quoting the passage according to the reading of the 


rue & 
-Textus Receptus, Bishop Theophylact offers his explanation of 


| the significance of GALOOTOETaAL: 
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Tac YAP, PNOL, TVPL AALOONOETAL, TovtTeoti, SoKtuaceroeTat. 
For everyone, it says, shall be seasoned, that is to say 
tested, with fire. Se rea ae 

Bees “ioe reading of D7 is particularly significant for it sug- 
gests thet the text of D7 was directly influenced by readings 
coe the Commentary rather than inheriting these readings from the 
_ exemplar of D7, In this instance, the scribe has deliberately 

| corrected the ordinary reading so that it agrees with the exe- 

" getical interpretation of Theophylact, and this process is ex- 

| nibitea before our very eyes. The possibility that this reading 
aia appear in the exemplar of D7 and has been added to D7 after 

r the scribe subsequently collated his finished work with his 

‘f exemplar may be admitted, but it is exceedingly difficult to 

| understand how the initial adtoOnoetat could be written into D7 

| ap it was not found also in the exemplar. In the three other 

| instances of the influence of the Commentary, it might be reason- 
| ea that tre seribe of D7 was faithfully transcribing an exemplar 
| wien already contained the Theophylact readings. In that case, 
| the substitution of the readings of the Commentary for the tra- 
7 ditional readings of the Lucan gospel would be anterior to the 


| copying of D7 itself. But the marginal correction in Mk 9:49, 


written in the scribe'’s own hand, indicates that in the text of 


D7 we have the direct influence of Theophylact's exegesis upon 


our scribe. 
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sf D7 ean be accounted for as readings drawn from the Commentary 
of Theophylact,*° but these four instances of a peculiar agree- 
ment with Theophylact against the testimony of all the manu- 
seripts whose collations we have examined can scarcely be ex- 

_ plained on the basis of accident. The fact that the gospels of 
Mk, Ik, and Jn in D? are all prefaced by the prooimia of Theophy- 


 lact is not without significance in this connection. Since some 
of the extra-canonical material which originally preceded Mt in 
| p7 has undoubtedly been lost, the possibility is raised that all 
A four gospels were originally equipped with these preliminary 
notices drawn from the Commentary of Theophylact. That the pro- 
legomena of medieval manuscripts of the Four Gospels should con- 
tain the prooimia of Theophylact is not uncommon; but their ap- 
pearance in D7, when related to the definite alteration of the 
gospel text to conform to certain of Theophylact's theological 
explanations of the text, is further illustrative of the rela- 


tion of D7 and the Commentary. 


Ce eee Le er oe eee, ees 


Yon Soden devotes a section of his discussion on the medi- 
eval commentaries to the Commentary of Theophylact, but the bur- 


den of his report is concerned with the similarity and disparity 


18vide, Appendix A, D. 175 (Lk 9:29). The interesting va- 
riation in the Lucan account of the Transfiguration, where D7 
reads against all witnesses: 


KaL © bUaTLOWOS avTOV AeTITOS (for \EvKOC ) € faoT PanTTwV. 
And his garments shone with translucence. 


is not found in Theophylact's Commentary. 
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among the various manuscripts that preserve the Commentary. 29 


The large number of Theophylact Commentaries now extent (199, 
a 
excluding fragments and others which do not contain the complete 


1 5) attests to the popularity of this exegetical work which 
_gredually supplanted the popular Antiochian Commentary, which 
“Hea” been the Church's favorite from the early Middle Ages. Von 

| Soden speaks of 38 extant codices of the Commentary of Theophy- 
lect which may be dated in the thirteenth century, and 45 in the 
_ fourteenth; no other century has so many copies surviving. If 

| this is a reliable criterion, it would appear that the popularity 
| of the Commentery reached its peak during these two centuries. 

| Since D7 is directly influenced by the Commentary of Theophylect, 
| its date sin Ta naturally fall within the thirteenth or four- 

| teenth century. 

The gospel text underlying the Commentary presents "nicht 

| viel Bigenartiges";*° but von Soden is certain that it was not 
|e pure Koiné text, although the variations among the extent 

| copies of the Commentary make a study of the original text dif- 

| faeult, Von Soden's examination of the text of the New Testa- 


| ment as quoted in the Commentary led to the conclusion that it 


sy 
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19yon Soden, Schriften, I,i,626-657. 


a 20upa der zu Grunde gelegte Evv-Text nicht viel Eigenartiges 
bietet, habe ich mir bei vielen Codd mit der Feststellung beg- 
nugt, dass sie den Kommentar Theophylakt's enthalten.” Schrif- 
ten, I,1,627. Se: 
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as probably related to the exemplar of the A recension of the 


Antiochian Commentary; but he concluded that the text possessed 


no independent textual value.“1 Here, of course, he is dealing 


with the actual text of the gospels which Theophylact quoted and 
“made the basis of his exegesis. The point of our interest, how- 
ever, is not the gospel text quoted by Theophylact but his ex- 

- planatory comments upon the text. The Commentary readings which 
j are paralleled in the text of D7 are found in Theophylact's 


commentary upon the text of the gospels rather than in the text 


itself. The gospel text quoted by Theophylact is in itself 


quite colorless, agreeing very closely with the Textus Receptus; 


although, as von Soden believed, further research may reveal a 


relationship to the earliest or A recension of the gospel text 
in the Antiochian Commentary. 

Gospel codices which have been influenced by the Antiochian 
Commentary are briefly considered by von Soden,22 but there is 
no discussion of texts of the Four Gospels wherein readings from 
other. commentaries have been introduced, as in the case of D7. 


Moreover, von Soden, like his fellow textual critics, appears to 


be primarily interested in the New Testament text which is quoted 


Ph by the medieval commentators rather than in their exegesis of 


| the text. 


2lschriften, I,ii,1506-1507. 
22Text-types Kak (Section 125) and AK (Sections 165-167). 
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Bact Among other things, this study has furnished a convincing 


refutation of the all too commonly accepted thesis that the 


a ; 
New Testament text in the medieval period was wholly standardized 


“and subject only to accidental variation. These four examples 


“lead us to conclude that scribes even as late as the thirteenth 

century were not averse to altering the text of their exemplars 

| whenever they felt a change was justified. The scribe of D7 

4 was more than a professional copyist; he must have had an in- 

7 terest in and a concern for theology and exegesis. At least in 

these readings he deliberately substituted the exegetical syno- 

| nym, which he found in the Commentary of the famous bishop of 

Bulgaria, for the deamentiebad rendering in order that, the mean- 

ing he saw implicit in the text oe be unmistakable., It is 

| not without significance that the prolegomena to Lk in D7 con- 

tains a prooimion (which we have been unable Le identify) exhort- 

i ‘ing the necessity of reading and comparing a number of summaries 

i and interpretations of the scriptural text pefore the meaning 

_ “lying within" the text can be revealed.29 

There are two important implications to be derived from this]. 
study of D7 and the Commentary of Theophylact: one is concerned 

_ with the practical procedures of textual criticism; the other, 

| with its principles. As regards the first, the discovery of 


| the parallels between four unusual readings of D7 and the Theophy 


®Svide supra, oer, 


Died, ee Hate Bae s be ASH yt Yi oe Wai Feo Ban an 


AV Mgt 
Po a io Vii 


ater e mein nat in train fanateanlniinarty mpm imine vb Ham tea a Starter ae ei aan mde 


anlonivnes = bedetawet asd) ybore eldd jegmtat 
edt tedt eleedd betqeoss ¢lconmo ood Lfp edd 

, Sos hate bmadS eiLouive sews So? Taq Levethem eit ab ox 
solqmaxe tvot-epedT .n0btattey Letmeblogs oF % 
dtnoetsiuge eat as sel én feve eeditoe dant ‘ebnto 
evaignexe whedy To ¢xed ‘edd scivetLs of enters oe 
Vd to edizen ed! .bettivent aw epmeds « ffeil 
“ck ua bei oved taunt od yteryeoo Lenolederorg 
al déeaeLl tA weleonexe bres yueloeds xot ares m© & a 
-OVR lentiesexs edt bedtutittedse yletatedtileb ed 
to qondeld auemet eft to yredmemod edt act bane 
: ~team edt gedt tefto al sabtebmes Lanohtmevace ont 
| et 31 .néefdateratanws od daigta txet ede xt dtokhes 
: #090 9G ck wl ot ememonelorq ods dade ecco lt fmgt 
peer (yti¢rebt ot eldage aesed evad ew sto bate) Lf 
| aelyecuwe. to: todas: « ee ite satheet to: weal 
anlinecom odd omictest cae Lanps gi tros, edt to ecto lhtad 


bate nerve ed mea deat! edd! "mt 


benrsonte eh ene tos lvdgoedt to. Yvetaemme) sit baie 0 
, tatito ext smelobttre Lastxet. To ceTeearers anne: 
to yrevoorlh efit ,tertlY ead eetepet aA .aslgtoateg 


-vigoer? eft bme "a to eankheet Lemevean tvot noewted ef 
< : decay iit, aa an Beet 


152 


lect Commentary sages ta* the necessity of an investigation not 
only of the scriptural quotations in patristic literature but 
penne” Of the exegesis upon that seripture, for the possibility of 
‘finding readings illustrating the influence thereof. The textual 
study of the writings of the Church Fathers, and in particular, 
of the medieval Church Fathers, is a project that is only now in 
' its early stages; the enormity of the task demands the slow and 


patient accumulation of data before any general conclusions may 


te = 


| be reached. But the study of D7 has shown that the evidence is 


| available to support the thesis that patristic literature exer- 


BR ne 


cised a genuine influence upon the transmission of the New Testa- 
ment text. In the immediate future there still awaits the am- 


pitious textual critic, among other rewarding tasks, that of in- 


ol ae SE Baa ee 


vestigating and continuing von Soden's researches in the gospel 


texts of the commentaries and in gospel codices which have, like 


2 te DS 


D7, been influenced by the leading commentaries of their day. 4 
Secondly, this particular phase of the study of D7, in re- 
lation to others of this sort, suggests the possibility of a 


| third purpose to be embraced by the science of textual criticism, 


24one of von Soden's real contributions was to emphasize 
| the importance for textual criticism of the works of the later 
| Church Fathers. The Fathers of the first- four centuries have 
| long intrigued the attention of textual critics although even 
'| here the work has been of an introductory nature. But no study 
| of the transmission of the New Testament text in the medieval . 
| period can be complete unless the exegetical works of the Church 
| deaders are considered both as they exemplify and,in turn, in- 
| fluence that text. . 
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ely, to investigate the transmission of the New Testament 

tt relative to the corresponding history of Christian thought 
im order to evaluate the reciprocity of influence between the 
wora and its doctrinal explication. The historical-literary 
“method has rightfully insisted that the origins of literature 
must be related to the Sitz im Leben from which it springs if 
at would be understood and appreciated. But not only the crea- 
J tion of sacred literature eat each stage of its treuemienion be- 
fore the re of printing must be related to the multiple aspects 
. its theological background. Even a “standardized” gospel 

f text may reflect the theological tenor of the age in which its 


ayenr 


eieeeeription took place. Proof of such a bias‘may be of defi-- 


4 nite assistance in localizing and dating various manuscripts, as 


| 
( i 
s 


well as the various types of text which they exhibit. Historical 


ra ad 


theology ma textual criticism have in this common objective 


+s 


one which promises to be of service to each. 
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Chapter V 
D7 AND THE JERUSALEM (I) RECENSION 


The evidence thus far has indicated that the text of D7 
Gedasli fies a mixture of medieval ab oee. chiefly allied to 
the dominant Ecclesiastical text (K*) but preserving a substan- 
tial proportion of K&8 (Fam II) readings and containing a strain 
of Kl and KT. But our study will not be complete until the 
text has been examined for its pre-Byzantine or pre-Koiné read- 
ings. 

} Yon Soden, it will be remembered, theorized that the origi- 
nal New Testament text in its early history underwent three 
: principal recensions: the Hesychian (H) recension (representing 
Westcott and Hort's Neutral and Alexandrian texts), made by 
| Hesychius of Alexandria about 300 A.D.; the Jerusalem (I) re- 
cension (roughly corresponding to the Caesarean and Western 
texts), probably originating in the recension supposedly made by 


Origen and certainly used by him and by Eusebius of Caesarea; 


and finally the Koiné (K) recension (Westcott and Hort's Syrian), 
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‘the work of Lucian of Antioch about the year 300 A.D. 


bat ' It will be our purpose here first to analyze the pre-Koiné 


ina 


material in the text of D7; for readings of the I recension are 


- frequently found in manuscripts exhibiting mainly the Koiné 


a 


text, according to von Soden.1 We have already observed that 


3 


| the K®&® text-type is made up of an*I text corrected by Ki; hence 

4 it may be presumed that many of the I readings which might be 

"found within the text of D7 would be those already included 
within the K® text-type. But the possibility also of I readings 
not of the K® type must be investigated, and this will form the 


second part of our task. 


} 
| 
| 
| 


The Pre-Byzantine Element in D7 


Mt 24-26 was arbitrarily chosen as a sample section in 


ae a = ay 


| which to investigate the pre-Byzantine element in D7. Omitting 
| insignificant variations such as elisions, misspellings, and 

| meaningless itacisms, there are 43 departures from Stephanus by 
D7 in this section. Five of these 45 are subsingular and 5 are 


singuler to D7. These variants were then compared with those 


limpressed by the variety of textual types found within the 
Karahissar Gospels, Colwell remarked, "What the text of the gos- 
| pels suffered from in the late middle ages was not excessive 
‘| editorial revision and control, but the inadequacy of editorial 
‘| activity. The individual scribe was often free to do his worst, 
| and did it." Cf. "The Complex Character of the late Byzantine 
‘| Text of the Gospels," Journal of Biblical Literature, LIV (1935), 


220. 
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anuscripts which are cited in the apparatus to von Soden's 


oP 


TS 


of the late minuscules concurred; such readings would represent 


= = 
@ general K reading. As a result 12 variants, or 28% of the 


total “variations, remained; these received their support pre- 


‘dominantly from pre-Byzantine codices of the H and I recensions. 


The list, together with the attestation as given by Tischendorf 
| and Lege, follows: 


TABLE XTITI 
PRE-BYZANTINE READINGS IN MT 24-26 OF D7 
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(eho The asterisks denote the seven variants which int witnessed 

solely by I-type manuscripts. The remaining five variants carry 

the mixed testimony of both I-type and H-type codices. 

‘ae pjDiftficulty was encountered when these 7 I readings were 

subjected to closer scrutiny in an effort to ascertain family 

_ groupings within the general recension, for although 2 variants 

(24:58; 26:34) are read only by I? manuscripts and 8 others are 

| also read by manuscripts of the 1? type according to von Soden'’s 

|> apparatus, no relationship could be established with the recon- 

' structed I? type of text.2 The D7 variants in Mt 24:38° and 

| 26:26 are listed in the apparatus as readings of the I? Ms 630 

(Greg. 1424) but in his discussion of the I? type von Soden con- 
siders these as readings which are not to be ascribed to the I 
type. According to such classification, it is obviously mis- 

7 leading to cite a reading in question as related to a certain 


/ 
4 
} 
1 
| group within the I recension on the basis of von Soden's appa- 
| ratus alone, for the reading may prove to be one which has no 


| alliance with the family grouping to which the manuscript as a 


== 


| whole belongs. His critical apparatus which thus classifies 
4 manuscripts according to the text-types they exhibit may lead 


| to confusion, for many readings of an individual manuscript will 


-2yon Soden, Schriften, I,ii,1120ff. 


My rr 3this variant is listed as Mt 24:33 in von Soden, Schriften, 
| I,21,1135, but it should be corrected to read Mt 24:58 to agree 
with his critical apparatus. 
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ither be singular to it or else represent another text-type.4 
a ‘The D7? variant in Mt 25:3 is noted by von Soden as a read- 
ing illustrative of the redactional work in the codex 65 (Greg. 
MS D), a codex which is classified in the I® category. 

ele0 When we examine the attestation of the 12 D7 variants of 
“Table XIII, we note that Fam 1 reads with 3 of the variants (24: 
“30, 2519; 26:29); in 1 instance (25:19) Fam 1 is joined also 
“by MS © (038). The variant in Mt 24:45 has the support of MSS 
© and 13; while the reading of D7 in Mt 26:40 is also found in the 
- manuscripts of Fam 13 although it is not read by the other men- 
- pera of the Caesarean family. Thus of these 12 pre-Byzantine 

, 


 peadings of D7? in Mt 24-26 there are 5 (42%) which are also 


found in the Caesarean text or in manuscripts belonging to the 


y leet 


eats 4yon Soden's classification of manuscripts is frequently 
open to question and care must be exercised in accepting them 

| too freely. MS 1290 which reads 14 out of the 19 variants of D7 

| in Mt 26 was typed I?by von Soden and associated with 5362 

|} (Greg. 945), «1091 (Greg. 1223), and ©1098 (Greg. 1207). (Cf. 

| Goodspeed, Greek Gospel Texts in America, p. 159). But a com- 
‘parison of Goodspeed's collation of MS 1290 with the Tee text- 

| type has failed to disclose any substantial basis for such a 

- elassification. 

_ * This study of the text of D7 confirmed Streeter's warning 
(The Four Gospels, p. 580) that not all manuscripts cited by von 
Soden in his apparatus as authorities for the I text may be ac- 

| eepted, for his principle of classification permits him to in- 

| elude a manuscript containing 4 considerable mixture of specifi- 

| eally Syrien readings. Moreover, von Soden was unduly interested 

| in enlisting manuscript support for his I text. Streeter de- 

| elares his confidence in von Soden's classifications was serious- 

| ly shaken when he tested the 8 variants of the sixth-century 

| fragment 089 (¢28), which von Soden listed as containing a pure 

I text, and found 7 supported by BN and the remaining one by BA. 
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Saeserean family. 

tts But in 3 of these readings combinations of NBCL 33.1241 are 
Joined in support, indicating the voice of the Neutral or Alex- 
-andrian text.° Once, the chief primary uncial witnesses XB 
stand alone among the uncials in support of D7 (Mt 24:40). Thus 
there are 4 readings which represent the testimony of the pri- 
mary, Secondary, and tertiary witnesses to the Alexandrian text 
as Streeter has defined it, one of which is independent of any 

' concurrence with the Caesarean manuscripts. It is interesting 


_ to note here Mrs. Lake's conclusion that the non-Caesarean ele- 


' ment in the ancestor of Fam II in Mk is a text of the Alexandrian 


a 


type (CIA 33) and that the Alexandrian text probably provides 
the common bond which links the ancestor of Fam II and MS A with 


Famm 1 and 13.© Since we have already suggested the relation of 


Swestcott and Hort referred toaB as the Neutrel text and 
refused to localize it. The Alexandrian text, represented in 
NCIX 33, Z in Mt, A in Mk, & and R in Ik, and one or both of the 
_ Egyptian versions, they termed a “partially degenerate form of 

the non-Western Pre-Syrian text". Cf., Westcott and Hort, The 
New Testament in the Original Greek; Introduction and A pendix, 
| pp. 151, 166. Streeter agreed that there is a group presenting 

a mixed text basically allied to the "Neutral" which represents 

a gradual stylistic correction of XB, but he believed further 

that there was a gradual infiltration of Western readings con- 

 eurrent with the former improvement. Moreover he localized XB 
as the text of the Alexandrian see. For him, ZA and ¥ in Mk, 


il OS Sie Ht ses ied ne Lae se EN it IE ash Se 


C 33, 579, 892, and 1241 are all exhibitors of the later Alexan- 


adrian text. See his discussion on the Alexandrian text on DD. 
54-64 and the instructive table on p. 108 in The Four Gospels. 


6s, Lake, Family I, pp. 63, 64. 
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cee 

D7 to Fam II through this theoretical ancestor x, we have in 
this exemple of the mixture of the Alexandrian and Caesarean 
texts in the pre-Byzantine readings of Mt 24-26 in D7 an inter- 


esting confirmation of Mrs. Lake's contention. 
Pare Although the number of pre-Byzantine or pre-Koiné readings 
“within the test section of Mt 24-26 in D7 is not sufficiently 
large to justify an identification with the I recension rather 
"than with the K? nevertheless Table XIII indicates that the text 
of D7 still preserves a fair amount of pre-Byzantine readings. 
But how meny of these readings are not absorbed into the K® text- 
| type? Or are all the pre-Byzantine readings of Mt 24-26 in D7 

| related to this mixed I and Kl text? To determine the number of 
readings founda in K® manuscripts, we again turn to von Soden's 


eritical apparatus and note those variants of the 12 which are 


to be found in manuscripts of the “genuine” or the "nuance" 
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_ groups of the K® text-type. Only 6 of the original 12 were not 
| also read by K® manuscripts; the other 6 appear to be true “leav- 
. ings", for there is no particular consistency in the character 

ef their attestation, although 2 are represented also in Fam l. 
When we compare the pre-Byzantine readings of MS Y with 


those of D7 we find that in the text of Mt D7 has a higher pro- 


: 7s 574 (The Karahissar Gospels) has a pre-Byzantine ele- 
ment of 40% within the same section, yet Colwell considers the 
MS conformable to the generalizations of von Soden on the K 
text-type, noting that Kl is described as a text which preserves 
a fair number of early I readings. Cf. Colwell, The Four Gospels 


of Rerenisser, I, 210-212. 
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rtion of such readings. Our investigation of the pre-Byzan- 
tine element in Y within the same test section of Mt 24-26 re- 


vealed that of a total of 40 significant variants, 8 or 20% 


s 


ré due to a predominantly non-K influence. Two of these are 


pure I readings and the remaining 6 represent an HI mixture. 


(gl 
* 


‘There is only one variant which is not also read by K®? manus 

_ seripts. On the whole, it appears that the pre-Byzantine and: 
the pre-K® readings are more numerous in the text of Mt in D7 

} than they are in MS Y. Evidently there was an infiltration of 


* 


| I readings between the time of the transcription of Y in the 


| ninth century and the copying of its descendant D7 in the thir- 
| teenth. 

ptnsia similar sampling of Lk 19-21 revealed a closer correla- 
| tion of D7 and Y in the pre-Byzantine content: 25% in D7, 26% 
| aunts: Here it was noticeable in both manuscripts that the pre- 


Byzantine strain was almost exclusively confined to variations. 


x 
| that are found in K® manuscripts. The tabulated results are as 
- follows: 
Lk: 19-21 
as D7- 28 significant variants from Stephanus; 7 sup- 


ported predominantly by pre-K codices (25%); 1 
variant not read by any K@ manuscript. I read- 
ings: 53; HI: 4. 


. Y - 35 significant variants from Stephanus; 9 sup- 
oe pre- ported predominantly by pre-K codices (26%); 1 
4 variant not read by any K@ manuscript. I read- 
By ings: 3; HI: 6. 
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BloseBy way of summarizing our conclusions from this study of 
the pre-Byzantine strain in D7 as it appears in two samples of 
the text chosen at random (Mt 24-26 and Lk 19-21), we may con- 
“elude that in the Matthaean section approximately 28% of the de= 


Paaetures of D7 from Stephanus were of a type not usually found 

im the general K recension (omitting singular and subsingular 1 
readings); in the Lucan section, 25% of the variants were pre= 
| K, An examination of the variants in Mt 24-26 disclosed that 
both Caesarean and Alexandrian readings were represented; of 5 
| Caesarean readings, 3 also bore the attestation of Alexandrian 
manuscripts, indicating a common bond between the Caesarean and 
the Alexandrian texts which was in accord with Mrs. Lake's con- 


elusion on the non-Caesarean element in Fam II. About half of ‘ 


eT 


these pre-K readings in Mt 24-26, however, were also read by 
manuseripts of the K® text-type; the other variants bore evi- 
dence of a slight Caesarean strain but seemed primarily to be 
of a mixed and inconstant attestation. A similar investigation 


of Y shows that the pre-Byzantine element is smaller then in D7; 


eA ee ere gh ge ee 


where Y does not participate in some form of the general K re- 


cension, it is almost wholly K®. 


The Pre-K® Element in D7? 
‘The study of Mt 24-26 and Lk 19-21 in D7 evidenced some 
pre-Byzantine readings which were not also read by manuscripts 


| of the K® text-type. In order to examine these variants more 
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losely the text of D7inMk 1, 6, 9+-which may be assumed to rep- 


sent the Marcan text in the manuscript--was collated with > 


rs. Lake's reconstructed text of Mk in Fam 11.8 In this way 
the Fam II readings in D7 were filtered out and the coches mat~ 
ter examined to determine the character of the non-Fam TI con- 
tent. 
‘Tabulating every disagreement of the text of D7 from the 

’ xt of Fem I in these chapters, we find that there are 16 va- 
“riants of D7 in Mk 1, 14 of which are read by Stephanus; 29 va- 
riants of D7 in Mk 6, 15 of which are in agreement with Steph- 
“ems; and 15 variants of D7 in Mk 9, with 9 held in common with 
paenphanns . Thus of a total of 62 divergences in D7 (including 


‘minor variants) from the text of Fam II in Mk 1, 6, and 9, 38 


, Tees Pat 
or or 61% appear in the standard Byzantine text as it is found in 
(42% 


Stephanus. Omitting these agreements with Stephanus, as well as 
singular readings, meaningless itacisms, and minor variations 


in spelling, the following 12 readings remain: 
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; * Using von Soden's principles of classification, 3 more of 
these variants would be assigned to the Byzantine text as K 


‘ 


readings, 7 are mixed readings (HI), and 2 are pure I readings. ® 


prec A summary of the results obtained follows: 


pane Mk 1, 6, 9 in D7 


- Total significant divergences from Fem II. 52 100% 


_ Agreements with the Textus Receptus....... 55 67% 
. Singular PRM eg cso sso Se eR eee eee 5 10% 
Residual SE. alos» 4.56 0 6 ve bane ts b> 90 oe B i 23% 


Byzantines ....°5 
Mixed (HI) aee08 og 


: . An examination of these 12 residual readings which are not 
read either by the Fam Il text of by the TR revealed that 5 
(42%) have the support of some Caesarean manuscripts and 4 appear 


in the apparatus to the reconstructed Caesarean text.10 All but 


| 2These figures make no allowance for the possibility of HI 
and I readings among those varjants dismissed as agreements with 


Stephanus. 


1l0cr, the Tables for the Caesarean text of Mark 1,6,11 in 


|) "The Caesarean Text of Mark,” Harvard Theological Review, XXI, 
| 216-246. It is unfortunate that this is our only reconstruction 
‘| of the Caesarean text. The Lakes admit that it was made in the 


| early days of the study and contains many readings which they 
| would now reject. For some time they have been at work on 4 

| complete reconstruction of the Marcan text which was originally 
| planned for publication in 1957. In 1941 they announced in 

| Family 13 (The Ferrar Group); The Text According to Mark, that 


‘| the reconstructed text was still forthcoming. The delay was ex- 
| plained tobe necessitated by the desire to present as accurately 
| as possible the family materials within the general text, rather 
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eat. 
A>, however, are also to be found in the apparatus to the text 
of Fam II, indicating that although they cannot be termed family 
tr adings, & of these variants are read ny manuseripts which 
exemplify the Fam Il text. 

Both Streeter and the Lakes have pointed out that there is 


van 


_ an affinity between Fam II (K® Group) and the Caesarean text. 


- Moreover, according to Streeter, von Soden himself considered id 
that the pre-Byzantine element in MS A (802), which von Soden 
; classified as K®@epresented the Fam © or Caesarean text,11 
__ -From all this we may deduce that where the text of D7 is 
not of the Fam IT or K® type, it is predominantly Byzantine, 


agreeing for the most part with that form which is preserved in 


Bids Eihaics ine se = 


the TR. An analysis of the few pre-Koiné readings which remain 


indicates the possibility of a slight Caesarean strain other 


a Se oe ees 


| than that which is normally represented in the Fam II text, al- 
though many constituents of the family include these and other 
_ non-family readings. Apparently the medium for the ingression 
of the Pe aercnn readings into the text of D7 was the text-type 
Meecsrcsented in Fam Il. D7 has a much smaller proportion of both 


Caesarean and Fam II readings than typical members of the 


than to base the textual reconstruction on inadequate and in- 
accurate foundations. In The Four Gospels, Canon Streeter of- 


fered three short Tables illustrating the Caesarean text (his 
| Fam@) in Lk 2:1-25, Jn 6:66-7:23; 12:1-6. 


llstreeter, op. cit., Pe 579. 
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ye of comparison, a similar line of investi- 
ation was pursued in the text of MS Y. Noting W.C. Braith- 
aite's observation that Y bears an affinity to the KTI Group, t° 
reeter tested the pre-Byzantine element and estimated that it 
ned approximately 10% of the text, concluding that it was 
4 loséiy connected with fam "14 But is this Caesarean charac- 
ter expleinable wholly in corns of the Fam ITI ateeines ine ¥y or 
is there, as in the text of D7, a slight Caesarean strain that 
is not shared by Fam TT? 
Peat A collation of Mk 1, 6, and 9 in Y with the text of Fam II 
revealed 5 variants from the family and the TR: 


, Byzance: 


| oose) 12) 5* c&eropevovto EFHLSV TQ 
a 6*-+0 [Iwavvync -<SBLPSTO 
9996229 avto] avtm = EFULD 

; 32* anmnvkCev EFGHVIQ 

Sent OF 7 w-NAde 9 oW fam 1 


| (The asterisk denotes readings supported by the apparatus to the 
| text of Fam IT) 


= 


12, similar result was obtained in a second test made in Mk 


|} 14 also. Here there were 27 variants from Fam II, 12 of which 
, @ proportion somewhat less that in Mk l, 
11 could be classified as Caesarean, but 
d in Stephanus, only 4 remained.. 
¢) is found only in Caesarean 
s the support of Fam 13 but 


| no other Caesarean manuscript. 


a 13praithwaite, "A New Uncial of the Gospels," The Expository 4 
Times, XIII, 116, although he declares that the manuscript often | — 
iverges from the KII reading. 


l4streeter, The Four Gospels, p. 579. 
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Ment There is a total of 38 significant variants, 33 of which are 1 

‘4m agreement with the TR. Of the 5 which remain (134), 2 (1:6, | 

9:7) would appear in a reconstructed Caesarean text; the other 

3 all earry the support of those uncials associated with the 

| xl ena Ki text-typesl5 and ee be termed Byzentine. 

| ->» ‘In other words, where the text of MS Y is not Fam II, it 

| is almost wholly of the Byzantine form preserved in the TR. 

| Moreover of the non-Fam II variants in these Marean chapters 

| which do not receive the support of the TR, 3 would undoubtedly 
appear in the reconstruction of a more representative Byzantine 
text than the TR. A Caesarean strain in the text of Y may be 
evidenced in the other two readings which are not read by the 
Byzantine or Ecclesiastical text. As in our study of D7, the 
possibility of Caesarean readings absorbed into the TR is here 
ignored. Were these considered, the Caesarean readings in the 


text of Y would undoubtedly be increased. 


Summary - 
Approximately 28% of the significant variants from Steph- 


anus in the D7 text in Mt are supported by codices of the pre- 
Koiné type, but half of these pre-Koine readings appear also in 
K& manuscripts. The other half manifest a mixed support in which 


F, a slight Caesarean strain may be discerned. The pre-Koine ele- 


15,1, wss svi; Ki: MSS EFGH. 
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‘ment of Y in Mt is less than that in D7, and almost all of the 
readings may be found in manuscripts of the K@ esas 
PhendeThis mixture of Byzantine (K) and K® readings in both the 
| texts of D7 and Y has been substantiated by a collation of D7 
and Y with the text of Fam II in Mk. [Im the case of Y, only 

_ about 5% of the readings which are at variance with the text of 
Fam TT (K@) in Mk are not found in some form of the Byzantine 
| (K) text. The Caesarean content is almost exclusively confined 


to readings also represented in the Fam II text; there is evi- 


dence of a few scattered Caesarean readings which are not in- 


Se os ih is. Es te 


On the whole, the text of Mk in Y is of the standard Byzantine 
or K variety where it is not in harmony with the K® text. 

|. ‘In the text of Mk in D7, ignoring the ohebitee readings, 
about 17% of the readings which depart from the Fam ITI text in 


Mk are not found in the general K text either, a larger propor- 


tion that that for Y. Most of the D7 readings which receive the 


support of Caesarean manuscripts are also found in the Fam II 
text, but above these there are sporadic appearances of a few 
other Caesarean readings. Even most of these however can be 
paralleled in non-family readings of, Fam II manuscripts. No 
consistency of support has been discovered behind those few 
readings which remain. They are mixed readings of a heterogen- 
eous character, of the nature of fugitive variants which accrue 


to a text in its transmission. Primarily, then, where the text 


e 


eluded in the Fam II text, but their proportion is insignificant. 
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DP is not of the K recension or Byzantine type, it is in 
eement with K8. In those few readings which are not compre- 
ded under either of these texts, there is evidence of a 
s] _ ght Caesarean strain. 


* When the character of the Caesarean readings in D7, which 


shared with the K® text-type, is examined, an inter-relation 
be tween these readings and an Alexandrian support is apparent. 

hl though this study was exceedingly limited, the results tend 
to illustrate Mrs, Lake's conjecture that the affinity between 
Pee Fam IZ text and the Caesarean text as represented in Famm 
Baas. 1s may be due to the Alexandrian content they hold in com- 
s. ‘mon. At any rate, witnesses to both the Alexandrian and the : 
Caesarean texts are numbered in support of the pre-Byzantine va- 


) a riants in D7. 
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SUMMARY 


Qn the basis of these extended investigations, we conclude 
that, according to von Soden's classification of the varied forms 
of the medieval text,Duke MS Gr. 7 preserves a much weakened K® 
text of the v2 form. The form of the text represented in D? is 
one which has been heavily corrected toward the ruling text-type 
of the Middle Ages, K*. A minor number of KL ana KT readings 
besides a few fugitive variants of a mixed (HI) and pure I type 
are also found. 

The text of D7 in Mt and Mk exhibits approximately one- 
thira of the readings typical of the K® text-type in these two 
gospels, but in Lk the number of K® readings is decreased. 

_. Of the readings which distinguish von Soden's K* text-type 
from his Kl, 68% are to be found in D7. The proportionate 
representation of K* readings in Mt and Mk is restrained by the 
| xe element appearing therein, but in Lk the decrease in K® read- 


| ings is attended by a concomitant increase in KX readings, 
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i dicating that the accommodation of the D7 text to the dominant 

form of the medieval text is strongest in Lk. 

| ©°With reference to von Soden's K™ text-type, about one- 

third of its distinctive readings appear in the D7 text of Mt, 

| but that proportion is decreased in Lk and is lowest in Mk. A 

minor number of readings of the Ki type are also founds 
>» The residuum of D7 variants from the Fam II (K*) text of 

Mk which are also not read-by Stephanus or any of the various 

| subdivisions of the Kéine recension is relatively small, but the 

‘| readings have been analyzed in detail. Nearly half of them ap- 
pear as secondary readings of the Caesarean text found in indi- 
vidual Caesarean manuscripts; almost all are also read 4s 
secondary readings of the K® text-type found in individuel K* 
manuscripts. Such readings are supported by only a limited 
number of medieval manuscripts. The few fugitive variants among 
those residual readings which remain carry a heterogeneous sup- 
port and are of no special character. 

Minor textuel affinities have been discerned between D7 and 

MSS 703, 666, 2321, 2400, 473, 462, 489, and 2524. But the text 
of D7 has a primary textual ally in the ninth-century uncial 
Codex Macedoniensis (MS Y). The textual alliance, which is 


strongest in Lk and weakest in Mt, is sustained between D7 and ¥ 


throughout the gospels of Mt, Mk, and Ik, MS Y preserves 2 text ? 


of the same character as that of D7; it is a fairly good repre- 
sentative of the K° text-type in Mt and Mk, while in Ix its K® 
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Lk 7:35) there is unmistakable evidence that the scribe of Duke 


| MS Gr. 7 deliberately substituted an exegetical synonym appear- 


‘r adings are submerged in a mixture of K type readings. On the 


whole, the text of Y exhibits a greater number of distinctive 
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‘K@ readings than D7; where D7 and Y disagree; the former is / 


“usually found in agreement with Stephanus. 


On this basis we are led to conclude that the ninth-century 


-wuneial Y is a direct ancestor of the thirteenth-century D7. Af- } 


ter a critical investigation, we reaffirm Mrs. Lake’s conclusion | 
that the kinship of MS Y to Fam II of the K@ Group is derived F 
through a hypothetical fourth-century manuscript which apparently ) 
was the common ancestor of Fam II, A, Y, and M. Accordingly, 
the lineage of D7 may be traced back through MS Y to this fourth- 
century ancestor. The texts of D7 and Y in Mk preserve approxi- 
mately 50% of the reconstructed readings of that ancestor. 

One of the most significant results of this textual study 
of D7 was the discovery of a direct influence of the eleventh- 
century Commentary of Theophylact upon the text of the Duke 
manuscript. In three striking instances (Mk 9:49; Lk 5:25 and 


ing in the Commentary of Theophylact for the traditional reading 


of his New Testament text. In still another reading (Lk 6:10), 


the scribe of D7 followed a word order which has not been found 
elsewhere outside of the Commentary of Theophylact. That these 
alterations were the work of the D7 seribe and not of the scribe 


of his exemplar is conclusively demonstrated by the marginal 
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orrection to Mk 9:49, where the D7? scribe has introduced an 
otherwise slightly attested reading from the Commentary as a 
Sirrection for the usual word which he had earlier copied from 
his exemplar. 

a These four examples serve to illustrate in remarkable 
‘fashion intentional alterations of the gospel text which are ap- 
parently due to doctrinal considerations. The discovery of this 
_ influence of the Commentary of Theophylact suggests an additional 
and a further objective for the science of textual 
Dietician. It emphasizes the necessity of exploring the in- 

| fluence not only of the scriptural quotations within patristic 

| literature but also of the exegesis of that scripture as a source 
q of variations in gospel codices. This practical procedure leads 
to a new objective; namely, to investigate the correlation of 


the New Testament text with the doctrinal explication contempo- 


rary with each stage of its transmission. 
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APPENDIX A 
SINGULAR READINGS OF D7 
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SUB=-SINGULAR READINGS OF D7 
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| in the text of the Duke MS Gr. 7 from the 1900 Oxford reprint 


EXPLANATION 


The following collation is a complete report of variations 


Of Mill's edition of Stephanus 1550.1 All variants are in- 


eluded, however slight, such as itacisms, elisions, orthographi- 


/ Iyo mention of this reprint is found in Darlow and Moule 
(Historical Catalogue of the Printed Editions of Holy Scripture 
in the Library of the British&Foreign Bible Society [London, 
1903}, 2 vols., 4 pts.). The title page verso bears the imprint 
"Secundum Exemplar Oxoniense Anno M. DCC, XLII. Editum,” which 
must refer to the Oxford edition of Mill published by Bengel in 
1742 (Novum Testementum Graecum. Textu per omnia Milliano, cum 


divisione pericoparum et interpunctura J.A. Bengelii). John 


Mill in 1707 had reprinted the text of the 1550 edition of 


Stephanus with some very slight alterations. "As though it pos- 
sessed a critical value of its own, 'Mill's text’ was frequently 
reprinted by London publishers (W. Bowyer and others); and in 
later years by the Oxford Clarendon Press." (Darlow and Moule, 
Op. cit., vol. 2, pt. 2, p. 620). Evidently the 1900 reprint is 
such an instance. 

Most collations are made with the 1889 Lloyd-Sanday reprint 
of Mill's edition of Stephanus 1550 as the most available form 
of Stephanus. In recent years, however, the 1889 edition has 
become difficult to procure from the book market. It is for 
this reason that the following collation was made with the 1900 
reprint which was aveilable in the Duke University Library. Ac- 
cording to Darlow and Moule the 1889 as well as the 1900 reprint 
stems from the 1742 reprint of Mill's text, for Charles Lloyd 
in his first edition of 1828 reproduced the Oxford text of 1742. 
The variations between the 1900 text and the 1889 are of minor 
significance. 

Two errors in the 1900 reprint have come to our attention. 
In Mt 20, the number indicating the 15th verse is out of place; 
it should be raised to the preceding line to designate the be- 
ginning of the verse yn ove céeott xTh. In Lk 13:15 there is a 
misprint: axexo.1gn should of course read anexoten. 
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eal variations, v-moveables, and the well-known ovtwc phenomenon 
Even seemingly insignificant variants may assume an importance 
in future studies which may not be appreciated now. The agree- 
| ment of MS Y and D7 in many of these elisions and itacisms gave 
{ evidence that they are genuine variants which may be transmitted 
7 in the history of the text as other more striking aberrant forms. 
Variations in breathings and accents, however, are omitted ex- 
| cept where they may serve to distinguish a form. Scribes are 
frequently inaccurate and inconsistent in their use of breath- 
_ ings and accents, and the report of their variant forms may in- 
cumber a collation to no advantage. The scribe of D7 is usually 
in accord with the Stephanus practice; occasionally, however, he 
departs from the orthodox form. * The mute iota in the adscript 
- form is inserted into the so-called improper diphthongs with 
remarkable regularity by the.scribe of D7, but it has been 
thought best not to complicate the collation by including the 
instances of this scribal characteristic. Wherever this form 
is involved within a genuine variant, however, the mute iota is 
reported or omitted according to the use of the scribe. 
Tischendorf's editio maior (1869) has been followed in 
eases of doubtful verse division. The Stephanus reading for 
which the MS reading is substituted is found within the bracket; 


but wherever the Stephanus reading is obvious, only the MS vari- 


—— 


2see, for instance, Mk 11:9,10 where the scribe writes 
wo avva. 
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al is given. The + sign will be readily understood to mean 
that the MS inserts the following word or words as an addition 
to Stephanus in the place indicated by the bracketed Stephanus 
eading; the — sign, that the MS omits the following word or 
“words which are found in Stephanus. The transposition sign (~) 
“indicates that the word order of Stephanus is thus rearranged 
| by the MS. Insignificant variations within the transposition 
| are not repeated in a separate notation. Wherever a variant 
word appears more than once within the verse, the particular 
"occurrence referred to is identified by a numeral within paren- 
theses. Unless otherwise designated, all readings refer to the 
initial appearance of the word in question within the verse. 
: A single asterisk after a variant denotes the original 
‘| writing of the scribe; a double asterisk, his corrections in 
red; and a viele asterisk, the retracings in black ink by a 


much later hand or hands. 
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AUTOBIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH OF THE WRITER 


I was born in Dorchester, Massachusetts, March 23, 1915, 
the eldest of three children of Ernest Reid and Maud MacDowell 
Saunders. I received my primary and secondary school training 
in the public schools of Boston. During the years 1932-35 I was 
matriculated as an engineering student in Northeastern Univer- 
sity, but withdrew in 1955 to prepare for the Christian ministry 
at Boston University. In 1938 I received the B.S. in R.B. de- 


gree from the School of Religious and Social Work of that insti- 


¢ution. I was graduated from the Boston University School of 


Theology in 1940 with the S.T.B. degree and awarded the Rev. 
Edmund M. Beebe Fellowship for graduate study. On August 22, 
1939, I was married to Verina May Rogers of North Middleboro, 
Massachusetts. After a year of graduate study at Boston Univer- 
omad I came to Duke University to complete my doctoral work, ser- 
Dine as a graduate assistant in the Department of Religion during 
the academic year 1941-42, and as the Teaching Fellow in English 
Bible for 1942-43. I am a member of the Society of Biblical 
Literature and Exegesis and of the National Social Science Honor 
Society, Pi Gamma Mu. 

During the middler and senior years of my seminary work, I 
served as student pastor of the Methodist Church in Berkeley, Re 
I. At the session of the New England Southern Annual Conference 

of the Methodist Church in 1942, I was ordained an Elder and re- 


ceived into full membership in that Conference. 
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